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CHAPTER 2 

ALTERNATIVES

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes alternative ways of resolving the 

planning issues and sustaining the long-term health, 

diversity, and productivity of public lands in the Plan-

ning Area. The range of alternatives includes different 

approaches to balancing demands on public land, man-

aging and protecting resource values, and reducing con-

flicts. 

This chapter contains the following sections: 

 Developing the Range of Alternatives – describes 

the process and key concepts used to develop the 

range of alternatives considered in detail. 

 Overview of the Alternatives – briefly describes 

each of the key components of the four alternatives 

considered in detail, and includes a description of 

why Alternative B was identified as the Preferred 

Alternative. 

 Alternatives Considered in Detail – includes a 

summary of the major components of each alterna-

tive and a more detailed description of each alterna-

tive by issue category. 

 Alternatives Considered but Not Analyzed in 

Detail – briefly describes alternatives that were 

considered, but not in detail with rationale. 

 Comparison of the Alternatives – describes the 

measures used to compare alternatives and includes 

tabular comparison of the alternatives considered in 

detail. 

 Comparison of Impacts – describes the impacts of 

the alternatives and includes tabular comparison of 

impacts for the alternatives considered in detail. 

DEVELOPING THE RANGE OF 

ALTERNATIVES 

The development of management alternatives for the 

Butte Resource Management Plan/Environmental Im-

pact Statement was guided by provisions of the Federal 

Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) and the 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) as well as 

planning criteria listed in Chapter 1. Other laws, as well 

as Bureau of Land Management (BLM) planning regula-

tions and policy, also directed alternative considerations 

and focused the alternatives on appropriate land use 

plan-level decisions. Field Office-wide goals and desired 

future conditions for individual resource and resource 

use programs were identified by the planning team in 

consideration of public comment received through scop-

ing as well as direction established by Bureau-wide 

initiatives and mandates. The goals would apply to all 

alternatives.  

Four management alternatives were developed to ad-

dress the major planning issues and to provide direction 

for resource programs influencing land management. 

The alternatives vary in how they emphasize different 

combinations of resource uses and management activi-

ties to address issues and resolve conflicts among uses. 

As a result, program goals are met in varying degrees 

across the alternatives. Management activities and pre-

scriptions for management concerns or programs not tied 

to major planning issues often contain few or no differ-

ences in management between alternatives. 

Alternative A, continuation of current management or 

No Action, is based on existing planning decisions that 

remain valid and current direction and policy. The re-

maining alternatives were developed with input received 

during scoping. Site-specific travel plan alternatives 

(site-specific implementation decisions) were developed 

by the planning team with the assistance of community-

based working groups sponsored by Lewis and Clark 

County for three of the five travel plan areas addressed 

in this plan.  

Vegetation management and treatment proposals were 

developed through the use of a model called 

SIMPPLLE—Simulating Patterns and Processes at 

Landscape scales. This model allowed the planning team 

to establish an approximate picture of historic vegetative 

conditions in the context of natural disturbance regimes 

(such as wildland fire, insect outbreaks, etc.) upon which 

to base proposed vegetation treatments. Additional in-

formation on use of the SIMPPLLE is detailed in Ap-

pendix D. 

OVERVIEW OF THE 

ALTERNATIVES 

There are four alternatives considered in detail. This 

section provides a brief overview of each of those alter-

natives. Alternatives considered in detail include one 

―No Action‖ Alternative (Alternative A), and three ―ac-

tion‖ alternatives (Alternatives B-D) that would reflect 

various levels of change from the existing Headwaters 

RMP and Dillon MFP direction.  

All alternatives include pre-existing management direc-

tion that is being carried forward in this RMP revision. 

This direction is presented in the section ―Management 

Common to All Alternatives‖ and is not described in this 

overview. Continued management direction reflects the 

following categories: 

1. Management Direction from legal statute, regula-

tion, or manual direction. This management direc-
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tion may not have been specifically included in 

the Headwaters RMP or Dillon MFP but includes 

management direction for things such as re-

stricted uses near bald eagle nests or current re-

gional decisions on noxious weed abatement 

techniques. 

2. Management Direction from the Headwaters 

RMP/Dillon MFP, including amendments by sub-

sequent modifications from other decisions that 

are not being revised by the Butte RMP. 

Some of the issues identified early in this planning 

process were resolved using one approach in the ―action 

alternatives‖. These are identified under the category 

―Management Direction Common to Action Alterna-

tives‖ in the Alternatives Considered in Detail section. 

This management guidance represents areas where there 

was little controversy over the best way to resolve the 

issue. One example of this approach is the common 

management direction for the ―action‖ alternatives to 

maintain or improve habitat conditions for special-status 

plant species by altering or removing trees and shrubs, 

prescriptive livestock grazing, prescribed and managed 

wildland fire, and planting. These components are not 

included in this overview.  

Federal and state laws, regulations, and permitting re-

quirements established to protect natural resources 

would be followed under all alternatives. 

ALTERNATIVE A – NO ACTION 

Alternative A is the continuation of present manage-

ment, referred to as ―No Action‖. This alternative would 

continue present management practices based on exist-

ing land use plans and other management decision doc-

uments. Direction contained in the Headwaters Resource 

Management Plan and the Dillon Management Frame-

work Plan would continue to be implemented. Direction 

contained in existing laws, regulations, and policies 

would also continue. The current levels, methods, and 

mix of multiple use management would continue, and 

resource values would receive attention at present levels 

with relatively little specific management direction or 

priorities compared to other alternatives. Motorized 

access and motorized recreational opportunities would 

not change from the current condition. One ACEC 

(Sleeping Giant – 11,679 acres) would continue to be 

managed as such. Eligible Wild and Scenic River seg-

ments would continue to be managed to protect the val-

ues that make them eligible.  

ALTERNATIVE B – PREFERRED 

ALTERNATIVE  

This alternative emphasizes moderate levels of resource 

protection, use, and restoration. Alternative B places a 

priority on vegetative restoration. Quantities of forest-

based commodity resources from vegetation restoration 

activities would be similar to Alternative A with a more 

holistic vegetative community perspective, greater than 

in Alternative C, but less than in Alternative D. Project-

level wildlife habitat and riparian  management meas-

ures would be greater than in Alternatives A and D due 

in part to establishment of Riparian Management Zones 

(RMZs) where managing for riparian values would be 

the focus, but less than in Alternative C where RMZs 

would be wider and with more protective management 

than under Alternative B.  

Alternative B emphasizes more of a balance of moto-

rized and non-motorized recreation and access opportun-

ities compared to the other action alternatives (C and D). 

Four ACECs would be designated, totaling about 70,644 

acres. Two rivers would be recommended as ―suitable‖ 

for Wild and Scenic River designation. There would be 

more oil and gas leasing management measures than in 

Alternatives A and D, but less than in Alternative C. 

Alternative B represents the mix and variety of actions 

that in the opinion of BLM, best resolves the issues and 

management concerns and is therefore considered 

BLM’s Preferred Alternative.  

ALTERNATIVE C 

Alternative C emphasizes a lesser degree of vegetative 

restoration than any of the other alternatives. Production 

of forest-based commodity resources from vegetation 

restoration activities would be lowest of all alternatives. 

This alternative emphasizes a greater degree of project-

level wildlife habitat and riparian management measures 

(wider Riparian Management Zones than Alternative B, 

no RMZs under Alternatives A or D) than in any other 

alternative.  

Alternative C emphasizes non-motorized recreation 

opportunities more than the other alternatives. All poten-

tial ACECs (87,893 acres) would be designated with this 

alternative. All four river segments eligible for Wild and 

Scenic status would be found suitable and recommended 

for Wild and Scenic designation. Alternative C provides 

for the most oil and gas leasing management measures 

of any alternative.  

ALTERNATIVE D 

Of all the alternatives, Alternative D emphasizes the 

greatest degree of active management to restore vegeta-

tive communities and would produce the greatest quanti-

ties of forest products from vegetation restoration activi-

ties of all alternatives. Alternative D features fewer 

wildlife habitat and riparian management measures than 

Alternatives B and C, but more than Alternative A. This 

alternative emphasizes motorized access and recreation 

opportunities more than Alternatives B and C. Three 

ACECs would be designated (23,695 acres). No river 

segments eligible for Wild and Scenic status would be 

found suitable or recommended for Wild and Scenic 

designation with this alternative. Alternative D would 

have the fewest oil and gas leasing management meas-

ures of all the alternatives.  
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GOALS COMMON TO ALL 

ALTERNATIVES FOR ALL BLM 

ACTIVITIES 

Throughout the BFO, BLM authorized activities asso-

ciated with all resource and resource use programs 

would meet or move toward meeting the following stan-

dards to the extent practicable:   

 Uplands are in proper functioning condition; 

 Riparian and wetland areas are in proper function-

ing condition; 

 Water quality meets state standards; 

 Air quality meets state standards; and 

 Provide habitat as necessary, to maintain a viable 

and diverse population of native plant and animal 

species, including special status species. 

These standards were originally described as rangeland 

health standards (USDI BLM 1997), but would be ap-

plied to all BLM authorized activities as ―Land Health 

Standards.‖ More detailed descriptions of characteristics 

associated with these standards can be found in the 

Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for 

Livestock Grazing Management Butte District section of 

the publication Standards for Rangeland Health and 

Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management for Mon-

tana, North Dakota, and South Dakota, BLM (1997).  

VEGETATION COMMUNITIES 

Management of vegetative communities includes grass-

lands and shrublands, forests and woodlands (including 

forestry and forest products), riparian vegetation, lives-

tock grazing, wildland fire management, wildlife habitat, 

and noxious weeds.  

Vegetation Goals 

Goal 1 – Maintain and/or improve ecological site poten-

tial on woodland communities for sustainability and 

diversity. 

Goal 2 – Manage dry forest types to contain healthy 

stands of site-appropriate species; stands relatively open, 

and reproduce desired vegetation species. 

Goal 3 – Manage moist forest types to contain healthy 

stands that combine into a diversity of age classes, den-

sities, and structure (including dead and down material). 

Goal 4 – Manage old forest structures in a sustainable 

manner. (Note:  old forest structures are defined by the 

following:  large, old trees; large standing dead trees 

[snags]; fallen trees or logs on the forest floor; multiple 

canopy layers; and a developed, patchy understory. In 

forest types subject to frequent, low-intensity fire such 

as dry Douglas-fir or ponderosa pine, old forest structure 

is typically characterized by relatively open understories 

and fewer large fallen trees.) 

Goal 5 – Manage upland vegetation communities to 

move toward or remain in proper functioning condition, 

including a full range of herbaceous and shrub species. 

Goal 6 – Maintain or enhance communities of priority 

species or habitats (for example, mountain mahogany, 

sagebrush, bitterbrush) to provide desired ecological 

functions and values. Additional specific goals are in-

cluded for specific types of management of vegetation 

communities. 

Forests and Woodlands 

Goal 1 – Restore and/or maintain the health and produc-

tivity of public forests, to provide a balance of forest and 

woodland resource benefits, as well as wildlife and wa-

tershed needs to present and future generations. 

Goal 2 – Manage forestry resources to provide a sus-

tained flow of local economic benefits and protect non-

market economic values. 

Riparian Vegetation 

Goal 1 – Manage riparian and wetland communities to 

move toward or remain in proper functioning condition. 

When at this condition, these areas have the appropriate 

composition, density, and age structure for their specific 

area. These communities are generally sustainable and 

provide physical stability and adequate habitat for a 

wide range of aquatic and riparian dependent species. 

Goal 2 – Manage wetland and riparian habitats to sup-

port healthy, diverse and abundant populations of fish 

and associated aquatic and riparian dependent species.  

Livestock Grazing 

Goal 1 – Manage for a sustainable level of livestock 

grazing while meeting or progressing toward Land 

Health Standards. 

Goal 2 – Maintain, restore, or enhance BLM rangelands 

to meet the Land Health Standards. 

Goal 3 – Manage livestock grazing to provide a sus-

tained flow of local economic benefits and to protect 

non-market economic values.  

Wildland Fire Management 

Goal 1 – Provide an appropriate management response 

to all wildland fires, emphasizing firefighter and public 

safety.  

Goal 2 – Move toward restoring and maintaining desired 

ecological conditions consistent with appropriate fire 

regimes.  

Goal 3 – Minimize the adverse effects of fire on re-

sources, resource uses, and wildland-urban interface.  

Goal 4 – Promote seamless fire management planning 

across jurisdictions within the boundaries of the BFO.  
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Goal 5 – Protect life and property by treating hazardous 

fuels on BLM lands near WUI.  

Noxious Weed Management 

Goal – Minimize infestations of invasive plants and 

noxious weeds. 

General Approach of Vegetation 

Management Activities  

The following discussion describes the approach that 

would be used for vegetation management activities 

within vegetation types found in the Decision Area un-

der all alternatives. While in most cases vegetation 

treatments would be geared toward meeting historic 

vegetation conditions, it is recognized that this would 

not necessarily be the case in Wildland Urban Interface 

(WUI) areas where more substantial fuels reductions 

may be needed to meet site-specific conditions.   

Grassland and Shrublands 

Prior to effective fire suppression, foothill grasslands 

were maintained free of invading trees and shrubs by 

periodic fires. With successful fire suppression, many 

grasslands are becoming woodlands or shrublands, and 

many shrublands are being converted to woodlands. 

These vegetation types would be treated to remove con-

ifer encroachment and move towards a more desired 

ecological condition of open grasslands and shrublands 

with a low density of trees species. Grasslands and 

shrublands would also be assessed to ensure that uplands 

are in properly functioning condition. If these habitat 

types are not in properly functioning condition due to 

management activities, management would be modified 

to improve conditions. 

Forest and Woodlands 

Dry Forest Types 

Lower to mid-elevation dry forests are dominated by 

Douglas-fir and ponderosa pine. These forest types are 

typically interspersed with limber pine, Rocky Mountain 

juniper, grasses, and shrubs. Fire suppression and histor-

ic grazing practices have resulted in unusually high tree 

densities on many sites as well as excessive wildland 

fuels.  

Treatments would be designed to mimic pre-fire sup-

pression conditions and promote healthy and diverse 

forest ecosystems and wildlife habitat. Smaller diameter 

thinning along with low intensity understory burning 

would occur in seedling, pole and some medium (9 to 15 

inch diameter at breast height (DBH)) sized trees to open 

the canopy and allow understory vegetation to become 

re-established. In the WUI, treatment emphasis would 

include mechanical or hand thinning, while prescribed 

burning would be minimized to lessen smoke impacts to 

local communities. Where burning is restricted, material 

could be mechanically reduced and left on site or me-

chanically reduced and removed. Outside the urban 

interface, prescribed burning would be emphasized ex-

cept when not economically feasible or when the effects 

could be detrimental to vegetation or soils. 

Mechanical treatments, which may include harvest of 

trees, would be used to accomplish restoration and thin-

ning of dry forests. Trees in the small to large size 

classes would produce commercial forest products in-

cluding lumber, posts and poles, and biomass.  

Cool, Moist Forest Types 

Cool, moist forest types are found at mid to high eleva-

tion and are dominated by Douglas-fir, lodgepole pine, 

subalpine fir and spruce. These forest types usually have 

higher tree densities with open parks and grass or shrub 

dominated meadows interspersed. Examination of BLM 

forest inventory data and analysis using the SIMPPLLE 

model indicates that the overall character of the forests 

found on BLM lands have changed over time with a 

reduction in the size and age class diversity within the 

majority of forest stands, and a reduction in the number 

and sizes of forest openings.  

Treatments would focus on protecting healthy and di-

verse forest systems by reducing stem densities and 

creating appropriate openings to mimic pre-fire suppres-

sion conditions. In lodgepole pine stands, mechanical 

treatments which may include timber harvest would be 

used to create openings to mimic stand-replacing fire 

events and to regenerate lodgepole pine. 

Riparian Types 

Riparian habitat can include vegetation such as aspen, 

cottonwood, willows, dogwood, and alder as well as a 

variety of other riparian dependant species. Riparian 

habitat can also consist of conifers such as Douglas-fir, 

lodgepole pine, ponderosa pine, and spruce. Riparian 

areas occur throughout all forest types, grasslands, and 

shrublands and have experienced many of the same 

effects of long-term fire suppression as described above. 

Some riparian habitats in the PA have also been de-

graded due to inappropriate historic grazing, mining, 

timber harvest, and road construction. Some riparian 

areas contain aspen clones that are being lost due to 

conifer encroachment or grazing by livestock and/or big 

game. Where conifers are outcompeting or precluding 

regeneration of aspen, potential aspen or cottonwood 

stands, conifers would be removed to provide suitable 

habitat for expansion of these species. 

The emphasis for riparian areas would be on protection 

and restoration. Treatments in riparian areas would focus 

on re-establishing willows, aspen, and cottonwood 

stands as well as other riparian vegetation and to move 

towards pre-fire suppression stem densities in conifer 

stands. Riparian areas would continue to be evaluated 

using Land Health Standards and grazing practices 

would be modified when necessary. 
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Vegetation Management Tools 

A number of different vegetation management tools or 

activities would be common to all alternatives in imple-

menting the approach described above.  

Mechanical treatments would include tree removal 

through the use of ground based equipment, horses, 

helicopters, or any other appropriate methods. This 

would include thinning/removing medium (9 to 15 inch 

DBH) and large (greater than 15 inch DBH) trees and 

obtaining commercial wood products, thinning non-

commercial-sized trees, and cutting non-commercial 

conifers that have ―encroached‖ into grassland or sage-

brush habitats. It would also include mechanical on-site 

treatments of non-commercial trees and biomass (veget-

ative materials that are by-products of management 

including 4 to 8 inch DBH trees) such as chipping, 

grinding, piling, or portable biomass/energy production. 

Mechanical treatments would be used to restore vegeta-

tive communities to desired future conditions as well as 

to reduce fuels in Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) 

areas.  

The amount of forest products harvested would vary by 

alternative. This is due to different geographic priorities, 

acreage of vegetative treatments, and associated access 

development needed for successful treatment completion 

by alternative. Commercial uses of materials from vege-

tation management activities would be considered in all 

cases where appropriate.  

Prescribed burning would be used to treat forest, grass-

land, or shrubland vegetation types. In grasslands or 

shrublands, prescribed burning would be used to kill 

encroaching conifers, removing dead finer fuels created 

by years of grass or shrub growth, and stimulating grass 

and shrub re-growth. In forests, prescribed burning 

would be used to reduce fuels generated by mechanical 

treatments and to thin understories, recycle nutrients, 

eliminate ladder fuels, create small openings or create 

and maintain a more savannah-like habitat, in stands 

dominated by medium and large-sized trees.  

Noxious weed treatments would include, but not be 

limited to, hand-pulling; chemical spray; use of biologi-

cal agents such as insects, goats, or sheep; cultural 

treatments such as modifying timing or intensity of other 

management activities; and public outreach. Other ap-

propriate methods would be applied as they are devel-

oped and approved for use.  

Changing grazing management or prescription grazing 

would also be used as a vegetative treatment. Manage-

ment may include changing the season of use, the inten-

sity of the use, or the kind of livestock. 

General Summary of Alternative 

Emphasis for Vegetative Communities 

Alternative A would continue current management. 

Project-specific objectives and treatment types would be 

as described under ―Actions Common to All.‖ Projects 

would stem largely from reducing fuels in the WUI, 

performing silvicultural treatments, and deriving forest 

products from stand by stand management on a sus-

tained yield basis. Some projects to improve grassland 

and shrubland habitats in big game winter range areas 

would also occur. 

Alternative B would emphasize maintaining and restor-

ing healthy, diverse, and productive native plant com-

munities appropriate to local site conditions. This alter-

native would identify opportunities to actively restore 

vegetation on the landscape to conditions more consis-

tent with landform, climate, biological, and physical 

components of the ecosystem. Vegetation structure, 

density, species composition, patch size, pattern, and 

distribution would be managed to provide habitat for a 

variety of wildlife species while reducing the risk of 

uncharacteristically large and severe disturbances (such 

as forest insect epidemics, wildland fires). Actions 

would maintain or mimic natural disturbance regimes to 

provide for diverse and sustainable ecosystems so that 

plant communities would be resilient to periodic out-

breaks of insects, disease and wildland fire.  

The major emphasis areas under Alternative B would be 

fuels reduction in the urban interface, reduction of con-

ifer encroachment in grasslands and shrublands particu-

larly in big game winter range areas, restoration of sage-

brush habitat, enhancement of bighorn sheep habitat, and 

restoration of dry forest types. Treatments of cool, moist 

forests have lower priority under this alternative. Priority 

for restoration and protection treatments would be given 

to forested areas with heavy fuel concentrations, limited 

vegetative diversity, and declining in health. Areas with 

an increasing risk of insect infestation or loss of impor-

tant habitat values would also be given precedence for 

treatment. Priority areas for treatment under Alternative 

B include the Jefferson, Upper Missouri, and Big Hole 

watersheds. 

Alternative C would provide for ecosystem health and 

diversity by focusing efforts on maintenance and protec-

tion of current conditions. As with the other action alter-

natives, vegetative treatments would still allow for resto-

ration of habitats that are substantially outside the range 

of the historic condition, which are based on 500 year 

vegetative habitat trends from an analysis of current 

vegetation in the SIMPPLLE computer model. (Appen-

dix D – SIMPPLLE Model) High priority habitats 

would include dry forest habitat and grasslands and 

shrublands in big game winter range areas. Treatment of 

the WUI to reduce the risk of fire would also be high 

priority for this alternative. In general, treatments for 

ecosystem health, habitat patch size and treatments to 

reduce the threat of wildland fire in the urban interface 

would be smaller under Alternative C than the other two 

action alternatives.  

The priority treatment areas in Alternative C would be 

forested locations that have existing road access and the 
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Upper Missouri watershed due to higher urban interface 

concerns there. 

Alternative D would have a similar emphasis and ap-

proach as Alternative B, but would include areas requir-

ing a greater degree of vehicular access development. 

The major focus areas under Alternative D would be 

fuels reduction in the urban interface, reduction of con-

ifer encroachment in grasslands and shrublands, restora-

tion of dry forest types, and maintenance of existing 

―healthy‖ forests (such as open, ―savannah‖ dry forest 

types). Priority areas for restoration and protection 

treatments include Jefferson, Upper Missouri, and Big 

Hole watersheds. 

Historic vegetative acres generated by the SIMPPLLE 

Model (Appendix D) for each major watershed were 

used as a ―guide‖ to determining the number of acres 

proposed for treatment in different habitat types. 

For each action alternative, vegetative treatment acres 

were further refined by taking into consideration the 

following factors; adjacent land ownership and man-

agement, recreation sites, urban interface, designated 

semi-primitive areas, access to public lands, the existing 

road system, past treatments, wildlife habitat, wildfires, 

weed infestations, and topographical features. Current 

and past budgets were also used to verify the potential 

treatment acres by alternative. With the exception of 

noxious weed treatments, no Wilderness Study Areas 

were identified for treatments. 

Proposed vegetation management actions described 

below refer to ―project area‖ and ―treatment area‖. A 

project area is a large area within which some type of 

management activity would occur and encompasses a 

region defined by logical boundaries such as; water-

sheds, ridges, highways or blocks of BLM lands. The 

project area can be both the analysis area and a starting 

point to determine where treatments should occur. A 

treatment area is a smaller block of land within the 

project area. A treatment area is the boundary of the area 

where the actual management activity, such as timber 

harvest or burning, would occur.  

Proposed vegetation treatments are characterized below 

by numbers of acres (ranges) per decade. Multiple ac-

tivities could occur within a single treatment area, con-

currently or over time. For example, if 500 acres of 

grassland are proposed for treatment in an alternative, 

then there could be a conifer removal, or ―slashing‖ 

treatment on these acres, followed by a separate pre-

scribed burning treatment on the same acres, but since 

these treatments were applied to the same acres they 

would be considered as 500 acres of treatment in the 

context of RMP implementation.  

Management Common to All 

Alternatives 

Forests and Woodlands 

Vegetation structure, density, species composition, patch 

size, pattern, and distribution would be managed in a 

manner to reduce the occurrence of unnaturally large 

and severe wildland fires and forest insect outbreaks.  

Stands with characteristics indicating a substantial risk 

of developing epidemic levels of forest insects and/or 

disease would be high priority for treatments to reduce 

risk.  

The forest product small sale program would continue to 

maintain a balance between public demand and the 

health and productivity of native and desired vegetation 

communities. Small forest product sales include over-

the-counter sales of firewood, Christmas trees or other 

products for personal use, small amounts of materials 

removed as a result of other authorizations such as 

rights-of-way, road use agreements, grazing leases or 

other land uses, and public demand sawtimber or salvage 

sales. These activities usually take place in small areas 

or on scattered or isolated parcels often concurrent with 

similar activities on adjacent private lands. 

Other products would include:  house logs, posts and 

poles, vegetative cuttings, conifer boughs, wildings and 

ornamentals, grape stakes, juniper products, specialty 

cuttings, and wildflowers.  

Salvage of forest products resulting from wildland fire, 

prescribed fire, forest insects and disease, weather in-

duced or other forest mortality events would be consi-

dered.  

Timber salvage project areas would consist of small 

openings, thinning between openings, and retention 

patches. In the context of large-scale wildland fire or 

forest insect and disease outbreaks, patches of dead and 

dying forest would be maintained for wildlife dependent 

upon this habitat. 

In all areas with dead and dying trees (including reten-

tion patches), tree cutting would be allowed for human 

safety, fire rehabilitation and stabilization, and forest or 

stream restoration activities.  

Silvicultural prescriptions would be consistent with 

accepted methods related to site, species, habitat types, 

and the individual requirements of the forest stand. Trac-

tor logging generally would be limited to slopes with 

average gradients of less than 40 percent and the season 

of logging would be limited to reduce soil compaction 

and rutting (Appendix E – BMPs). 

Adequate access would be maintained for management 

activities and treatments. Road locations would be de-

termined on the basis of topography, drainage, soil type, 

and other natural features to minimize erosion. Skid 

roads would be rehabilitated by appropriate methods that 
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disperse runoff, reduce erosion, and promote revegeta-

tion as needed.  

Slash disposal would be conducive to revegetation and 

advantageous to the passage of big game. Slash would 

be burned when necessary. All mechanical and pre-

scribed burn treatments would be in conformance with 

Best Management Practices (see Appendix E –BMPs). 

Mechanical treatments would be laid out to minimize the 

risk of windthrow, and shelterwood harvests would be 

made to improve genetic composition of the regenerated 

stand. Whenever possible, openings larger than 20 acres 

in size resulting from forest treatment or large scale 

events in forested habitats would be planted when natu-

ral regeneration does not become established to desired 

levels within 15 years or cannot be reasonably expected 

in five to fifteen years. 

Riparian  

At the Field Office scale, management would restore and 

improve riparian areas and wetlands. Riparian areas that 

are functioning at risk would be a high priority for resto-

ration. 

Authorized activities within riparian areas would strive 

to maintain and restore riparian structure and function, 

benefit fish and riparian-dependant species, enhance 

conservation of organisms that depend on the transition 

zone between upslope and the stream, and maintain or 

improve the connectivity of travel and dispersal corri-

dors for terrestrial animals and plants. When projects 

that cause detrimental effects on riparian resources can-

not be located outside of riparian areas, short-term and 

long-term effects would be minimized.  

Streams and riparian habitats that have been degraded or 

lost due to the effects of historic mining operations, 

including placer mining, would continue to be restored 

to improve water quality as well as aquatic and riparian 

habitats. The BLM HazMat/AML Program(s) would 

continue to cooperatively work on a watershed-by-

watershed basis reducing exposures to human health and 

the environment from AML sites. Reclamation of these 

areas typically include; removing contaminated soils and 

tailings, preventing run-off of heavy metals, reconstruct-

ing/stabilizing streambeds and banks (including provid-

ing habitat features such as down woody material and 

planting or restoring riparian vegetation), reducing se-

dimentation, closing physical safety hazards, and clos-

ing/stabilizing roads. Following reclamation, sites would 

be monitored to evaluate if the reclamation risk reduc-

tion project goals were achieved, if additional restoration 

efforts are necessary to restore or improve aquatic and/or 

riparian habitats and the effectiveness of the project(s) to 

determine if a viable fishery has been or could be estab-

lished. 

Forested riparian habitats would be managed to accele-

rate the development of mature forest communities to 

promote shade, bank stability, and woody debris re-

cruitment. Late-successional riparian vegetation would 

be promoted in amounts and distribution similar to his-

toric conditions.  

Riparian and wetland management would be consistent 

with all state and federal laws and regulations. Actions 

would be taken to cooperatively conserve ripa-

rian/wetland habitat, minimize the impacts, loss or de-

gradation of wetlands, and preserve values served by 

floodplains where occurring on public land while reduc-

ing hazards to human safety. 

Site specific objectives and management strategies 

would be developed and applied through activity plans 

to meet the Standards for Rangeland Health. (Appendix 

F – Land Health Standards) Riparian protection would 

be provided by the Montana Streamside Management 

Zone Law (77-5-301 through 307 MCA). Streamside 

Management Zones (SMZs) provide regulation for the 

protection of water quality. Within SMZs, there are 

specific restrictions on certain forest activities, includ-

ing; timber harvest design, timber cutting and removal 

(including clearcutting), the use of heavy equipment, 

slash disposal, broadcast burning, off-road vehicle oper-

ation, and road construction (unless necessary for stream 

crossing). SMZs also address the handling, storage, 

application, or disposal of hazardous or toxic substances. 

The SMZ is defined as ―the stream, lake, or other body 

of water and an adjacent area of varying width where 

management practices that might affect wildlife habitat 

or water quality, fish, or other aquatic resources need to 

be modified.‖ The SMZ encompasses a strip at least 50 

feet wide on each side of a stream, lake, or other body of 

water, measured from the ordinary high water mark, and 

extends beyond the high water mark to include wetlands 

and areas that provide additional protection in zones 

with steep slopes or erosive soils. The SMZ provides the 

minimum regulatory standards for forest practices in 

riparian areas. 

Ephemeral drainages and some mapped intermittent 

streams would not be covered by the SMZs under the 

definitions in the state regulations. These areas, howev-

er, could be covered by management restrictions com-

monly known as Best Management Practices (Appendix 

E – BMPs). Consistent with the SMZ law, forest and 

fuel management activities would be allowed in the 

riparian ephemeral areas and intermittent stream areas to 

meet riparian restoration or maintenance objectives and 

only if adequate woody material remains in the riparian 

area. In these situations, forest management activities 

would follow BMPs. 

Riparian communities, habitat, and associated uplands 

would be treated and restored through implementation of 

livestock grazing guidelines to meet Rangeland Health 

Standards, as well as AML reclamation. 

Livestock Grazing 

Objectives for livestock grazing would be to meet the 

Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for 
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Livestock Grazing Management Butte District section of 

the publication Standards for Rangeland Health and 

Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management for Mon-

tana, North Dakota, and South Dakota, BLM (1997), 

which would be incorporated into livestock grazing 

permits and leases.  

Allotment Management Plans and Coordinated Resource 

Management Plans would continue to be implemented, 

including utilization objectives and associated range 

improvement projects.  

Land Health Standards would be used with Best Man-

agement Practices for livestock grazing that meet or 

exceed those approved by the State of Montana in order 

to maintain, restore, or enhance water quality when 

authorizing grazing along with site-specific vegetation 

objectives. 

Cooperatively managed allotments with the USFS, Mis-

soula, and Dillon Field Offices would continue under 

existing Memoranda of Understanding. Cooperative 

management of the Bull Mountain Game Range would 

continue with the USFS. 

Applications for unleased allotments and vacant availa-

ble lands (areas of land not segregated into allotments 

open to leasing by qualified applicants) would be consi-

dered on a case-by-case basis.  

Existing utilization objectives set through interdiscipli-

nary NEPA, Allotment Management Plan, or Coordi-

nated RMP planning processes would continue in effect. 

Adjustments to livestock management practices or lives-

tock numbers, including increases or decreases, would 

be made based on results of monitoring studies, rangel-

and health assessments, allotment evaluations, and inter-

disciplinary review.  

The health and integrity of riparian areas and wetlands 

would be maintained and improved by using tools such 

as livestock fencing, alternate upland water sources or 

livestock grazing adjustments (timing and stocking 

rates).  

Functional wildlife escape ramps would be installed and 

maintained on all water tanks on BLM lands. 

Grazing practices in riparian areas (accessibility of ripa-

rian areas to livestock, length of grazing season, stock-

ing levels, timing of grazing, etc.) that retard or prevent 

attainment of riparian goals or proper functioning condi-

tion would be modified. Where livestock grazing is the 

cause of degraded conditions, grazing would be sus-

pended on a case-by-case basis if adjusting practices is 

not effective in meeting riparian goals or proper func-

tioning condition.  

New fences would be built to standard BLM wildlife 

specifications to allow wildlife passage, with the excep-

tion of fences built specifically to keep ungulates out of 

an area or fences built to meet specific public safety or 

other administrative purposes. Existing fences not meet-

ing standard BLM wildlife specifications would be mod-

ified to meet the standard when reconstruction is done. 

Wildlife habitat, grassland, sagebrush, and shrubland 

health of individual allotments would be assessed. Li-

vestock grazing guidelines would be implemented to 

maintain or improve conditions when degradation due to 

grazing has been identified. Livestock grazing guidelines 

for residual cover and monitoring forage utilization in 

new or revised Allotment Management Plans would be 

developed. 

No new term grazing permits would be authorized on 

river islands because of fencing issues, and to reduce 

conflicts between recreational use and grazing use as 

well as improving water quality. 

Water developments for livestock generally would not 

be established in areas where significant conflicts for 

wildlife forage and habitat could occur.  

Range improvements generally would be designed to 

achieve both wildlife and range objectives.  

Sufficient forage and cover would be provided for wild-

life on seasonal habitat.  

Wildland Fire Management 

The Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest, Helena 

National Forest, Gallatin National Forest, and the State 

of Montana DNRC would implement fire preparedness, 

prevention, and suppression on BLM administered lands 

through the interagency offset and six party fire protec-

tion agreements.  

Use of retardant in Wilderness Areas or WSAs would be 

avoided and would require line officer approval. 

Use of heavy equipment would be restricted to areas 

outside of Wilderness or WSAs. 

Minimum Impact Suppression Tactics would be used 

when working in a Wilderness Area or WSAs, following 

the Interim Management Policy and Guidelines for 

Lands under Wilderness Review (BLM Handbook H-

8550-1). 

BLM would manage naturally ignited wildland fires in 

the Elkhorn Mountain units under the prescription guide-

lines established in the Elkhorn Mountains Fire Man-

agement Plan. 

Fire Management activities (wildland fire, fuels, and fire 

mitigation, education and prevention) would be priori-

tized by their risk of life and property across the Plan-

ning Area. Fires that are adjacent to or near WUI would 

have highest priority for fire suppression. 

Fire management activities would be designed and im-

plemented in a manner that meets, or moves toward 

meeting Land Health Standards. Wildland fire manage-

ment activities would be conducted to meet or move 

toward meeting Land Health Standards when compliant 

with the standards for fire operations. 
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Planned prescribed fire unit size would be determined by 

an interdisciplinary team through site specific NEPA 

analysis.  

BLM would use the BLM’s Emergency Fire Rehabilita-

tion Handbook (H-1742-1) outlining the process for 

implementing emergency fire rehabilitation projects 

following wildland fires and wildland fire use. 

Emergency fire rehabilitation funds may be used to:   

 Protect life, property, and soil, water and vegetation 

resources;  

 Prevent unacceptable onsite or offsite damage;  

 Facilitate meeting land use plan goals and other 

Federal laws;  and 

 Reduce the invasion and establishment of undesira-

ble or invasive vegetation. 

Incident bases, camps, helibases, staging areas, and other 

incident management activities would be located outside 

of riparian areas. If unavoidable, an exemption could be 

made by a resource advisor. 

BLM would implement management actions that main-

tain or move plant communities to the historic fire re-

gime and condition classes. In areas where the environ-

ment has changed substantially and a return to historic 

conditions is not possible or ecologically desirable, the 

appropriate fire regime would be determined based on 

current management.  

Following large wildland fires, burned areas would be 

evaluated for appropriate biological, salvage, and physi-

cal rehabilitation activities.  

Provide assistance to communities in developing and 

maintaining community wildland fire protection plans.  

In all alternatives, fire management objectives would be 

associated with Fire Management Units (FMUs). The 

Planning Area would be divided into FMUs and BLM 

lands would be designated into fire management catego-

ries described below. 

Category A Areas 

Wildland fire is not desired in these areas. The fire man-

agement emphasis should be placed on prevention, de-

tection, rapid response, use of appropriate suppression 

techniques and tools, and non-fire fuels treatments. Fire 

suppression may be required to prevent unacceptable 

resource damage or to prevent loss of life or property. 

Emphasis would be focused on those actions that would 

reduce unwanted ignitions and reduce losses from un-

wanted wildland fire. 

Category B Areas 

These are areas where unplanned fire (natural or human-

caused) is likely to cause negative effects, but these 

effects can be minimized or avoided through fuels man-

agement (e.g., prescribed fire), prevention of human 

caused fire, or other strategies. Prevention and mitiga-

tion programs to reduce unwanted fire ignitions and 

resource threats would be emphasized. Fire suppression 

would be the objective for unplanned wildland fire. Fire 

and non-fire fuels treatments reduce the effects of un-

planned wildland fire. Restorative treatments would 

consist of multiple non-fire treatments before the use of 

fire would be considered. 

Category C Areas 

These are areas where wildland fire use and prescribed 

fire is desired to manage ecosystems but there are sub-

stantial constraints that must be considered for its use. 

These constraints would include critical wildlife habitat, 

air quality, or Threatened and Endangered species. Re-

source consideration would be described in terms of 

maximum acreage, time of year or burned acres per 

decade from all types of fire. These areas would receive 

lower suppression priority in multiple wildland fire 

situations. Fire and non-fire fuels treatments would be 

utilized to ensure constraints are met or to reduce any 

hazardous effects of unplanned wildland fire.  

Category D Areas 

These are areas where fire is desired, with no constraints 

associated with resource condition or social economic or 

political consideration (i.e. where natural and manage-

ment-ignited fire may be used to achieve desired objec-

tives, such as to improve vegetation or watershed condi-

tion). These areas offer the greatest opportunity to use 

the full range of options available for managing wildland 

fire under the appropriate management response.  

Noxious Weed Management 

BLM would manage Montana state and county designat-

ed noxious weeds and invasive plants according to the 

principles of Integrated Weed Management, Partners 

Against Weeds: An Action Plan for the BLM (USDI-

BLM 1996b), Vegetation Treatments Using Herbicides 

on BLM Lands in 17 Western States (USDI-BLM 2007), 

the Montana Weed Management Plan (Duncan 2005), 

the Noxious Weed Control Plan, Bureau of Land Man-

agement, Butte District, Headwaters Resource Area 

(USDI-BLM 1986b) or the most current BFO noxious 

weed control plan, and other applicable federal, state, 

and local laws, statutes, plans, and regulations.  

BLM would continue cooperative agreements with 

County and State entities. Management efforts would be 

coordinated with other Federal, State, and County agen-

cies, weed management areas, and private landowners 

and organizations.  

Under all alternatives, BLM would focus prevention of 

weed spread along roads, trails, waterways, recreation 

sites, and disturbed sites due to project implementation. 

BLM would continue to use a combination of cultural, 

physical, chemical, and biological treatments for weed 

control. Chemical and biological treatment techniques 
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would conform to BLM guidelines and state and federal 

laws.  

Weed seed free forage would be used on BLM lands. 

Forage subject to this rule would include hay, grains, 

cubes, pelletized feeds, straw, and mulch.  

Weed management prescriptions would be included in 

all new treatment projects and incorporated where possi-

ble in all existing contracts, agreements, and land use 

authorizations that would result in ground-disturbing 

activities.  

Monitoring would be conducted to determine if weed 

treatment strategies are effective at the project level and 

Planning Area- and Decision Area-wide.  

Approximately 10 to 15 percent of proposed weed 

treatment acres by alternatives are expected to be newly 

treated acres. Most of the treated acres would be re-

peated treatments on the same areas because successful 

weed control usually requires multiple treatments and/or 

combinations of treatment methods. 

Alternative A – No Action 

Grasslands and Shrublands 

BLM would continue to assess the health of herbaceous 

and shrub species during rangeland health assessments 

with priority given to wooded riparian and upland broad-

leaf shrub communities. Fire restoration and rehabilita-

tion standards would continue to be compatible with 

landscape resource management objectives and long-

term (25-year) vegetation health protection and fuel 

management. Under Alternative A, the objective would 

be to treat approximately 5,250 acres of grassland and 

shrubland per decade, primarily to reduce conifer en-

croachment into these areas.   

Forests and Woodlands 

The forestry program would continue to address forest 

stand management and development, as well as insect 

and disease detection and control. Forest stand harvest-

ing and treatments would enhance or maintain healthy 

structure, density, species composition, pattern, and 

distribution to promote forest productivity and reduce 

the occurrence of forest disease and insect outbreaks. 

Forest stands would be managed to be resilient when 

periodic fire events occur and products would be sal-

vaged from such events.  

Forest and woodland treatment objectives under Alterna-

tive A would be as follows. Approximately 3,600 acres 

of dry forest types that are medium to large size with 

high tree densities would be treated per decade. Approx-

imately 400 acres of treatments per decade would take 

place in similarly structured cool and moist forest types. 

Because the forest management program was not func-

tioning at its present level until 1996, acreage estimates 

are based on forest management activities since 1996. 

Thinning, forest product removal, and prescribed burn-

ing methods to reduce the amount of forest or wooded 

area with the potential for high severity wildland fire 

would continue. No mechanical treatments specifically 

targeting limber pine would occur. 

Adequate access for management activities would be 

maintained. If needed, up to 5.5 miles of new, permanent 

roads could be constructed per year to provide access for 

treatments.  

Forest and Woodland Products  

A full range of forest management activities, including 

timber production, would occur on high priority forest 

management areas, consistent with the Timber Produc-

tion Capability Classification. Forest condition assess-

ment activity plans or landscape analysis would be re-

quired. Landscape analysis may also be used to incorpo-

rate multiple resource considerations into general forest 

management activities.  

Objectives for the Probable Sale Quantity (PSQ) would 

be at current levels of 12 million board feet (MMBF) per 

decade or 40,000 hundred cubic feet (CCF). This could 

range as high as 27 MMBF (97,000 CCF) per decade if 

forest treatments are increased up to 750 acres per year 

as allowed under the 1984 Headwaters RMP. All sales 

would be required to conform to guidelines developed in 

the Dillon Sustained Yield Unit Timber Management 

Plan (USDI-BLM 1977). BLM forest planners would 

continue to use information gathered through forest 

inventory, landscape analysis, and regeneration surveys 

to manage for production of forest products and initiate 

forest development and artificial reforestation projects.  

A full range of forest management activities would oc-

cur on low priority forest management areas. Forest 

activity plans would continue to be adjusted for intensity 

with timber production a secondary consideration where 

other substantial resource values are identified. Public 

land within set-aside areas would generally not be har-

vested. 

The Sleeping Giant, Scratchgravel Hills, and Muskrat 

Creek area within the Elkhorn Mountains would not be 

available for forest management activities.  

The small sale program would continue to be permitted 

on forestland that is available for harvest. Occasional 

free use may be authorized to clean up concentrations of 

debris or to serve other public purposes such as educa-

tion, material needs by public agencies or recognized 

charitable, non-profit activity support, provided the free-

use materials are not later offered for sale by the receiv-

ing party. The forestry program would provide the esti-

mated quantities of permits and products under the small 

sale program shown in Table 2-23. 

Personal use firewood permits valid for wood collection 

from both BLM and Forest Service lands in Western 

Montana would continue to be offered by BLM in coop-

eration with the Forest Service.  
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Removal of dead and down trees would be allowed for 

firewood gathering. Use of live trees for firewood ga-

thering by the public or for commercial purposes would 

also continue under other BLM authorities, authorized 

on a case by case basis after review and compliance with 

NEPA. 

The Silvicultural Guidelines and Harvesting Manage-

ment Practices outlined below would continue. 

 Roads constructed for timber harvests would be to 

minimum standards necessary to remove timber, un-

less the roads are needed for other public purposes 

requiring a higher standard. 

 Forest activity plans would incorporate the Guide-

lines from the Montana Cooperative Elk Logging 

Study (Lyons et. al. 1985).  

 Snag management would be implemented for cavi-

ty-nesting and denning habitat. 

 The Elkhorns area would be managed as per the 

Elkhorn Mountains Landscape Analysis and the 

South Elkhorn Implementation Project Analysis. 

Timber harvest in the Elkhorn Wildlife Manage-

ment Area (RMP management unit #36 in 1984 

Headwaters RMP) in the Nursery Creek area would 

be allowed only for wildlife habitat improvement. 

This plan includes the following management objec-

tives and guidelines: 

a. Management activities would be designed to 

maintain or improve elk, mule deer, and 

moose habitat, with primary emphasis on elk 

summer habitat and calving areas.  

b. Management activities would be designed to 

maintain or enhance opportunities for dis-

persed recreation, to the extent permitted by 

wildlife habitat objectives. 

c. The existing road network generally would 

remain open on routes designated in the Elk-

horn Mountains Travel Management Plan. 

Seasonal restrictions may be imposed on for-

est treatment activities to minimize impacts 

on big game values and during elk calving 

season (April 15 to June 30). 

d. Timber harvest and prescribed burning may 

be used to improve wildlife habitat condi-

tions. New roads needed for the removal of 

forest products would be kept to a minimum. 

New roads would be physically closed to 

public use following completion of forest 

management activities. 

 Any subsequent management activities involving 

harvests of more than 250 MBF, construction of 

new access into roadless elk summer or fall range, 

or critical, crucial, or essential wildlife habitat 

would be coordinated with the Montana Department 

of Fish, Wildlife and Parks (MFWP). 

 The approach used in developing the large scale 

salvage and restoration projects for the Bucksnort 

and Boulder Complex Wildfires of 2000 and the 

Landscape Analysis and South Elkhorn Implemen-

tation Project provides the framework for design 

and analysis of future emergency stabilization and 

forest restoration activities in other areas.  

 Commercial forestland in areas with completed 

landscape analysis, the Boulder-Clancy, and the 

Marysville areas would be high priority for forest 

management. Special harvest restrictions would be 

applied in key elk seasonal use areas.  

Riparian   

Riparian and wetland areas would be in properly func-

tioning conditioning or would be moving toward proper-

ly functioning condition. Properly functioning condition 

includes; the presence of all age classes (seedling, sapl-

ing, pole, mature, decadent, and dead) of tree and shrub 

species where the potential exists, diverse composition 

of vegetation, species that indicate maintenance of ripa-

rian soil moisture, riparian plants with high vigor, ade-

quate vegetative cover to protect banks and dissipate 

energy during high flows, and plant communities to 

provide for large woody material in streams and riparian 

areas. 

Alternative A 

 

BLM would continue to implement projects to restore 

and improve riparian areas and wetlands. Up to 30 acres 

of riparian areas would be treated by burning or mechan-

ical means per decade to improve vegetative conditions. 

(This treatment figure is a continuation of what has 

occurred, however the current plan allows treatment in 

all riparian areas subject to other management con-

straints.) Opportunities would be identified to minimize 

impacts or enhance riparian and wetland resources dur-

ing project planning. Existing livestock exclosures along 

streams, wetlands, and riparian areas would be main-

tained as long as needed to meet management objectives.  

Management actions within floodplains and wetlands 

would include measures to preserve, protect, and, if 

necessary, restore their natural functions. 

BLM would continue to evaluate wooded riparian com-

munities when conducting rangeland health assessments.  

50’ 

SMZ for a Forested Stream 

50’ 
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Livestock Grazing 

Livestock grazing would be allowed on about 278,000 

acres. The amount of forage available on these lands 

would be 25,677 Animal Unit Months (AUMs). About 

29,000 acres would not be available for livestock graz-

ing. Table 2-23 shows how the grazing availability in a 

number of allotments would vary by alternative. Grazing 

allotments are displayed on electronic maps (Grazing 

Allotment Map 1.PDF through Grazing Allotment Map 

10.PDF) in the Grazing Allotment Maps folder on the 

enclosed compact disc. A table called Grazing Allotment 

Table.PDF, also enclosed in the same folder, can be used 

to cross-reference allotment numbers on the maps with 

allotment names in the table.  

After the current permittee ceases livestock grazing, the 

McMaster Hills and Spokane Hills individual allotments 

would become vacant and available to qualified appli-

cants per the grazing regulations. These allotments 

would be administered like all other existing allotments.  

The existing Indian Creek allotment (2,215 acres and 

376 AUMs) would be expanded up to an additional 

5,566 acres and 700 AUMs by the Iron Mask Acquisi-

tion. The Indian Creek allotment would be available to 

qualified applicants per the grazing regulations. This 

allotment would be administered like all other existing 

allotments.  

The Medicine Rock (Northeast Helena) riparian area 

would remain closed to livestock grazing and would not 

be available for prescription livestock grazing (autho-

rized grazing use designed to accomplish a specific 

purpose. Controlling noxious weeds by grazing goats 

would be an example). 

Allotments where grazing preference is relinquished (an 

allotment where an existing permittee or lessee gives up 

his or her grazing preference causing the allotment to 

become unleased) would remain available for livestock 

grazing leases or permits. 

To reduce the potential for interactions between wild 

and domestic sheep, existing Instruction Memorandum 

98-140 (USDI-BLM 1998b) would be followed to pro-

tect wild sheep. To minimize physical contact between 

domestic and wild sheep, buffer strips would be identi-

fied between new sheep and goat allotments as well as 

for those allotments with conversions from cattle to 

sheep and goats. Buffer strips may not be necessary or 

may be smaller where topographic features or other 

barriers exist that minimizes contact between wild and 

domestic sheep. Buffer strips could range up to 9 miles 

but the size could vary as developed through a coopera-

tive agreement.  

Rest from livestock grazing in vegetation treatment areas 

would be determined through site-specific interdiscipli-

nary planning and NEPA processes.  

Forage and cover requirements would be incorporated 

into allotment management plans and would be specific 

to areas of primary wildlife use.  

Applications for unleased allotments and vacant availa-

ble lands would be considered on a case-by-case basis.  

Wildland Fire Management 

BLM would continue to manage vegetation under the 

Fire/Fuels Management Plan Environmental Assess-

ment/Plan Amendment for Montana and the Dakotas 

(USDI-BLM, 2003a). Fire management categories and 

associated treatment acreages under the No Action Al-

ternative are presented in Table 2-1 and Map 2.  

Table 2-1 

Alternative A Fire Polygons  

FMU Category1 
BLM 

Acres2 

Absoraka Foothills C 3,900 

Big Belt Mountain C 7,200 

Big Hole River Corridor C 11,100 

Blackfoot (See Missoula FO) C 0 

Boulder River B 14,300 

Clancy/ Marysville C 28,200 

Elkhorn Mountains C 68,900 

Fleecer Mountain C 18,100 

McCartney/ Rochester C 28,100 

North Hills B 6,300 

Pipestone C 41,000 

Scratchgravel Hills B 7,900 

Sleeping Giant/ Sheep Creek C 20,500 

Spokane Hills and North B 6,800 

Three Forks C 31,200 

Wise River Town site B 1,400 

Bozeman/Livingston  

Scattered Tracts 
A 7,300 

1 Category and associated treatments only apply to   BLM 

land within each zone. 
2 Acres are approximate and rounded to nearest 100. 

BLM would continue to manage the fire program to 

control all wildland fires burning on or threatening pub-

lic land within the first burning period. Modified fire 

suppression areas would continue to be based on values 

at risk, fire behavior, fire occurrence, beneficial fire 

effects including reduction of fuel loading, fire suppres-

sions costs, and consistency with other agency plans and 

policies. Appropriate fire suppression actions would be 

implemented in the WUI and areas identified as possess-

ing significant values that could be significantly altered 

by wildland fire. 

Wildland fire use would continue to be allowed in areas 

identified as being acceptable in the Fire Management 

Plan, where there are approved wildland fire use plans 
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(Elkhorn Mountains), or upon completion of approved 

wildland fire use plans. The Elkhorn Mountains Fire 

Management Plan would be kept under current guid-

ance. 

Noxious Weed Management 

All grazing allotment agreements for the Planning Area 

would continue to address weed control by chemical 

treatment and adjusting livestock use in response to 

reduced forage availability.  

Weeds would continue to be treated near roads and 

trails, urban interface and recreation areas. Areas cur-

rently under a multi-year treatment plan would continue 

to be treated. Treatments would include a combination 

of cultural, chemical, and biological treatments for weed 

control. 

Under Alternative A, the objective would be to treat an 

estimated 20,000 acres of weeds per decade, not includ-

ing biocontrol measures such as insect releases, grazing, 

or use of pathogens. 

Management Common to Action 

Alternatives (B, C, and D) 

Grasslands and Shrublands 

When necessary, sagebrush and grassland distribution 

and vigor would be restored through vegetative treat-

ments such as reducing conifer encroachment, reducing 

noxious weeds, and ensuring proper grazing practices 

(season or use or intensity).  

Management of sagebrush habitats will be a priority 

based on concerns over the conservation status of sage 

grouse, pygmy rabbit, and other species associated with 

sagebrush and grassland habitats. 

The current acres of shrublands and grasslands shown by 

major watershed in Table 2-23 at the end of this chapter 

are approximations with built-in limitations associated 

with distinguishing between these two habitat types 

during mapping. The current and proposed treatment 

acres of these two habitat types were separated to pro-

vide an indication of the relative amount of these habi-

tats. However, due to the limitations in mapping these 

habitat types, the total number of shrubland and grass-

land acres proposed for treatment by alternative should 

be considered in combination. Objectives for proposed 

treatment acres include only those acres that would be 

treated to reduce conifer encroachment. 

Under the action alternatives, an objective would be to 

treat up to 850 acres of crested wheatgrass seedlings, 

agriculture fields, and weed infestations in the McMas-

ters and Ward Ranch acquisitions to convert their com-

munities from non-native vegetation to native vegeta-

tion. 

Forests and Woodlands 

Forest and woodland health assessments would be in-

corporated into Land Health Standards at the activity 

plan level to determine forest health conditions in 

project areas. Forest health is defined as the degree to 

which the biological and physical components of forest 

stands and their associated ecosystems and relationships 

are present, functioning, and capable of self-renewal.  

Natural disturbance regimes would be maintained or 

mimicked so that plant communities are resilient when 

periodic outbreaks of insects, disease, and wildland fire 

occur.  

Vegetation planning would be coordinated with manag-

ers of federal or state lands adjacent to site-specific 

proposals for a collaborative approach.  

Vegetation manipulation projects would be designed to 

minimize impacts to wildlife habitat and improve it 

when possible.  

To maintain site productivity (organic matter and nu-

trients), provide for special wildlife features, and discou-

rage cross-country motorized travel, much of the fine 

materials not utilized (seedlings, saplings, tops, and 

branches less than 4 inches in diameter, cull logs and 

identified down woody material) would be left scattered 

on the forest floor where it would not contribute to lad-

der fuels.  

Forest management would emphasize old forest struc-

tures, snag management, and large diameter trees for 

cavity nesters where appropriate. Existing and develop-

ing old forests would be retained and protected from 

uncharacteristically severe natural disturbances such as; 

stand replacing wildland fire, and insect and disease 

epidemics. 

The BLM would strive to maintain and/or restore stands 

with old forest structure within historic range of variabil-

ity to maintain and/or enhance habitat for old growth 

dependent species. 

BLM would design fire restoration/rehabilitation stan-

dards on a case-by-case basis, compatible with land-

scape resource management objectives and long-term 

(25-year) vegetation health protection and fuel manage-

ment.  

Forest and Woodland Products  

In all action alternatives, commercial harvest of forest 

products would normally be associated with vegetative 

restoration (including forest health) and fuels treatments 

and would be designed to meet objectives for forest 

management, wildlife habitat management, fire hazard 

reduction, hazard tree removal, special status species 

management, visuals, recreation, and travel manage-

ment.  

Raw material for a variety of forest products would be 

made available in all alternatives. 
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Special forest and range products would be managed 

according to sustainability limits and where consistent 

with other resource management objectives. These prod-

ucts would be harvested under the appropriate written, 

BLM approved authorization only. 

Residual stands left by disturbance events would be 

maintained to provide for natural regeneration and diver-

sity of forest systems.  

Riparian  

Riparian areas would be managed to provide the amount 

and distribution of large, woody material characteristic 

of natural aquatic and riparian ecosystems. Trees may be 

felled in riparian areas when they pose a safety risk or 

are needed to enhance riparian function/condition. Felled 

trees would be kept on site when needed to meet woody 

debris objectives.  

Riparian and wetland areas would be assessed and moni-

tored for proper functioning condition and other specific 

objectives, by using proper functioning condition and/or 

other appropriate stream survey methodologies. For 

proper functioning condition in streams, entrenchment, 

width/depth ratio, sinuosity, channel substrate, and slope 

should be within the range identified for channel types.  

BLM would cooperate with federal, tribal, and state 

wildlife management agencies and private landowners to 

identify activities that prevent meeting riparian stan-

dards. In cooperation with those agencies, projects or 

management measures would be designed to minimize 

impacts.  

Mechanical or hand cutting and/or prescribed burning 

would be used to remove competing conifers from ripa-

rian ecosystems, including aspen clones. Commodity 

removal of juniper would be encouraged.  

Livestock Grazing 

For allotments without specific management objectives 

set through an interdisciplinary planning process, the 

utilization objective as measured at the end of the graz-

ing season would be 55 percent on non-native seedlings 

and 45 percent on native herbaceous forage plants, on a 

pasture average basis. (These utilization percentages 

would maintain or enhance most plant communities 

found in the Decision Area to achieve or make progress 

toward meeting Rangeland Health Standards.) Lower or 

higher utilization objectives may be acceptable when set 

through an interdisciplinary planning or NEPA process 

to achieve resource objectives. 

Grazing uses on lands proposed for acquisition would be 

considered on a case-by-case basis based on the values 

identified for the acquisition.  

No new kind of livestock conversions from sheep or 

cattle to horses would be allowed on existing allotments 

smaller than 160 acres. No new horse permits or leases 

would be offered on available vacant parcels less than 

160 acres in size. Exceptions may be granted in rare 

cases of intermingled ownership where rangeland health 

standards are met. 

BLM would develop and implement appropriate grazing 

strategies in grizzly bear distribution zones.  

Wildland Fire Management 

Any wildland fire that is eligible for Wildland Fire Use 

(WFU) will require a site-specific Wildland Fire Imple-

mentation Plan (WFIP) before it can be managed as 

such. 

Fire Management Unit (FMU) boundaries are based on 

watershed boundaries. In each action alternative more 

FMUs are created within the watershed boundaries to 

take in consideration for known areas of wildland urban 

interface. 

Priority of fire management activities would be placed 

on fuels reduction in WUI areas in conjunction with 

completed Community Wildfire Protection Plans. 

Fire management activities outside of the WUI areas 

would use Fire Regime, Condition Class (FRCC) to 

determine level of fuels treatments.  

Fire management would focus on maintaining fire de-

pendent ecosystems and restoring or maintaining those 

areas outside their natural balance through mechanical, 

chemical, and/or prescribed fire treatments. 

For all prescribed fire projects, BLM would evaluate 

habitat type, soils, fuel conditions, project objectives, 

and risk when determining seasonality for burning. 

Spread of non-native invasive aquatic species as well as 

additional resource values would be addressed in the 

Butte Field Office Fire Management Plan to be revised 

after finalization of this RMP.  

Noxious Weed Management 

Noxious weed control using domestic sheep and/or goats 

in occupied bighorn sheep habitat would be prohibited.  

Treatments using biological controls (including but not 

limited to grazing, insect releases, and pathogens) which 

have been documented to damage existing desired plant 

or wildlife species would be prohibited. 

BLM would actively conduct noxious weed outreach 

and education for BLM personnel, public land users, and 

the general public. Outreach and education would con-

sist of identification, prevention and control methods, 

and the benefits of restoration. 

BLM would encourage the development of weed man-

agement areas where the landowners and users are coo-

peratively working to manage noxious weeds within 

designated areas.  

Where applicable, plant communities would be restored 

to promote resistance to weed invasion, using accepted 

management techniques, methods, and procedures.  
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All contractor and BLM equipment would be power-

washed to remove weed seed before entering ground 

disturbing project areas. 

Alternative B – Preferred Alternative 

Grasslands and Shrublands 

Priority areas for treatment would include big game 

winter range, sagebrush, bighorn sheep habitat, and the 

Wildland Urban Interface.  

Objectives for treating grasslands and shrublands under 

Alternative B are as follows. The total amount of grass-

land proposed for conifer reduction per decade would be 

2,750 to 11,800 acres. The total amount of shrubland 

proposed for conifer reduction per decade would be 

1,000 to 3,650 acres. These acres are displayed by major 

watershed in Table 2-23.  

Native or low impact, non-invasive seed mixtures would 

be used when restoring vegetation on disturbed ground.  

Forests and Woodlands  

For the action alternatives, Forests and Woodlands are 

further subdivided into dry forest types, cool and moist 

forest types, late and old structure forest, while forest 

products includes a subheading for timber salvage. 

Dry Forest Types 

The objective for total amount of dry forest treatments 

per decade under Alternative B would be 4,150 to 

14,750 acres. These acres are displayed by major wa-

tershed in Table 2-23. 

Restoration priorities would include dry forests with 

medium to large sized trees, with high tree densities. In 

dense, old, and mature Douglas-fir and ponderosa pine 

forests, stand density would be moved toward stands that 

consist of fewer trees per acre with a larger average 

diameter. Over time, treatments would produce a variety 

of stands with more open canopies of multiple age 

groups of native conifers and healthy and more diverse 

shrub, grass, and forb understories. A range of 3,350 to 

10,750 acres per decade of medium to large sized tree-

dominated stands of this forest type would be treated 

under Alternative B (subset of objective for total acreage 

treatments). Historically, these habitat types were more 

open ―savannah‖ forests interspersed with grassland and 

shrubs. Dry forest stands that are in an ecologically 

―healthy‖ condition which can sustain the growth of the 

larger trees while successfully reproducing and main-

taining the juvenile growth of the younger trees would 

also be maintained under Alternative B. Treatments 

would promote the large, overstory trees and natural 

regeneration that would provide diverse age and size 

classes. Maintenance of existing dry forests would be 

considered ―moderate priority‖ with 400 to 2,000 acres 

per decade anticipated for treatment (subset of objective 

for total acreage treatments).  

Under Alternative B, these treatments could also include 

thinning in limber pine, dry forest habitats amounting to 

approximately 100 to 1,000 acres per decade, and ap-

proximately 300 to 1,000 acres per decade of small 

diameter thinning of seedling/sapling and pole sized 

conifer stands. 

The majority of ponderosa pine, dry forest treatments 

would occur in the Upper Missouri Watershed. 

Cool and Moist Forest Types  

Cool and moist forest types would be treated when ne-

cessary to maintain or improve stand conditions. Resto-

ration of these habitat types may also be done to meet 

desired future conditions for ecosystem function and 

diversity as well as for wildlife habitat including creat-

ing forage for lynx in lodgepole pine forests. 

The objective for total amount of cool and moist forest 

treatments per decade under Alternative B would be 450 

to 3,750 acres. These acres are displayed by major wa-

tershed in Table 2-23.  

Approximately 350 to 3,350 acres of stands dominated 

by medium to large sized trees, with high tree density in 

cool and moist forest would be treated in this alternative 

(subset of objective for total acreage treatments). Small 

diameter thinning would also occur on approximately 

100 to 400 acres per decade in seedling/sapling and pole 

size cool and moist Douglas-fir and lodgepole pine fo-

rests. 

Treatments in cool and moist forest types would include 

the creation of openings to allow for regeneration of 

lodgepole pine and Douglas-fir. Areas may also be pre-

commercial or commercially thinned. Commercial prod-

ucts such as timber and biomass would be produced 

from these treatments. 

Treatment in cool and moist forest types would be con-

sidered a low to moderate priority under Alternative B. 

The priority watershed for implementation of treatments 

in cool and moist forest is the Big Hole. 

Old Forest Structure 

Alternative B would provide direction to maintain and 

promote old forest structure and conditions through 

active treatments and restoration activities. Actions 

would be designed to develop and maintain stand struc-

tures that are relatively complex with highly variable 

tree densities, healthy and diverse understory composi-

tion, and abundant snags and downed logs. Where defi-

cient on the landscape, snags and down woody material 

would be created in appropriate areas. 

Forest and Woodland Products  

The objective for quantities of forest products (PSQ) are 

based on the expected amount of treatment acres (in-

cluding the WUI projects) and would be 33,000 to 

91,000 CCF or 9 to 25 MMBF per decade under Alter-

native B.  
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Some new permanent roads may be built for long-term 

management of areas where multiple entries would be 

necessary to meet objectives. New and temporary road 

construction would be kept to a minimum. Temporary 

roads would be decommissioned (route would be closed 

and rehabilitated to eliminate resource impacts such as 

erosion, and is no longer useable for public or adminis-

trative uses) within one year of project completion. In 

addition, replacement, maintenance, or decommissioning 

of existing roads to meet transportation planning and 

management objectives could also occur during forest 

product removals or stewardship treatment projects 

conducted under Alternative B. 

The small sale program (estimated quantities of permits 

and products shown in Table 2-23) would maintain the 

current types of activities as well as the development of 

treatment areas to help meet public demand for small 

sale products. The small sales would only occur where 

sufficient physical access currently exists. No new per-

manent roads would be constructed to meet the demands 

of the small sale program.  

Personal use firewood permits valid for wood collection 

from both BLM and Forest Service lands in Western 

Montana would continue to be offered by BLM in coop-

eration with the Forest Service.  

Unless specifically designated, only standing dead and 

dying wood would be allowed to be taken as firewood. 

The BLM, however, could designate specific areas for 

firewood cutting of live trees to meet other resource 

objectives or BLM authorized uses such as leases and 

rights-of-way.  

To protect existing snag habitat for wildlife, no dead 

trees greater than 24 inches DBH would be allowed to 

be cut for firewood. Firewood cutting would not be 

allowed in WSAs. 

Firewood cutting would not be allowed within 100 feet 

of live (yearlong flow) streams or within 50 feet of in-

termittent streams. 

Timber Salvage  

Numerous bird and mammal species require dead and 

dying forests for maintenance of viable populations. 

Methods of salvage that ―homogenize‖ a stand such as 

selective removal of all trees of a certain size (usually a 

size required by disturbance dependant species), density 

and/or species would not maintain the structure or varie-

ty of microclimates required by bird and mammal spe-

cies that use this type of habitat. When salvage is pro-

posed in dead and dying forests, contiguous acres of 

undisturbed standing and down woody material would 

be retained in adequate amounts for those wildlife spe-

cies that depend on this type of habitat.  

Outside of the contiguous areas identified for retention, 

harvest treatments may include: 1) forest openings ap-

propriate for the site and retention patches of uncut dead 

and dying trees; or 2) forest openings appropriate for the 

site with selective thinning between openings and reten-

tion patches of uncut dead and dying trees; or 3) selec-

tive thinning and retention patches of uncut dead and 

dying trees. 

Bark beetle suppression treatments, which may target 

large tree removal, would be permitted to contain out-

breaks and to reduce the risk to other forest stands in the 

vicinity. 

Riparian  

At the Field Office scale, Alternative B would maintain, 

protect, and/or restore aquatic and riparian-dependent 

terrestrial resources. The emphasis in Alternative B 

would be to actively restore riparian habitats. 

Riparian Management Zones (RMZs) 

Riparian Management Zones are areas where riparian 

values would receive primary emphasis with all activi-

ties to the extent possible. Maintaining and restoring 

quality riparian habitat (including vegetation) is impor-

tant for many wildlife species as well as to maintain 

water quality, appropriate woody material, and nutrient 

routing to aquatic habitats, and to maintain appropriate 

stream channel morphology. 

Riparian Management Zones are intended to: maintain 

and restore riparian structures and functions; benefit fish 

and riparian-dependent resources; enhance conservation 

of organisms that depend on the transition zone between 

upslope and aquatic habitats; and improve connectivity 

of travel and dispersal corridors for terrestrial animals 

and plants, and aquatic organisms. 

In addition to adhering to SMZ Law, Riparian Manage-

ment Zones from the edge of the aquatic habitat would 

be established as follows. 

Forested Areas  

 Streams, lakes, ponds, and reservoirs containing fish: 

The riparian management zone (RMZ) would consist of 

the water body and a zone located on all sides of the 

water body. This zone would extend from the outer 

edges of the bankfull channel, full pool, or adjacent 

wetland a distance equal to the height of two site-

potential trees. (Site potential tree height – within fo-

rested areas, a site potential tree height would be the 

average maximum potential height of dominant trees, in 

the riparian management zone).  

Alternative B 

160’ 160’ 

RMZ for a Forested, Fish bearing Stream 

Assumes an 80’ height site potential tree 
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Perennial non-fish bearing streams:  The RMZ would 

consist of the stream and a zone located on both sides of 

the channel. This zone would extend from the outer 

edges of the bankfull channel (or adjacent wetland) a 

distance equal to one site-potential tree height. 

Non-fish bearing ponds, lakes, reservoirs, or wetlands 

greater than 1 acre: The RMZ would extend from the 

outer edge of the full pool or wetland a distance equal to 

one site-potential tree height or to the edge of seasonally 

saturated soil or wetland vegetation, whichever is great-

er. 

Intermittent streams and wetlands less than 1 acre:  The 

RMZ would consist of the water body and a zone lo-

cated on all sides of the water body. This zone would 

extend from the outer edges of the bankfull channel or 

adjacent wetland a distance equal to at least 50 feet. 

Non-forested Areas 

For fish-bearing and non-fish bearing streams, lakes, 

ponds, and reservoirs, the RMZ would consist of the 

water body and a zone located on all sides of the water 

body. This zone would extend from the outer edges of 

the bankfull channel (average high-water mark), full 

pool, or adjacent wetland a distance that encompasses 

the active floodplain. The RMZ would extend 50 feet 

above the break in slope leading down from the lowest 

terrace to the floodplain, or in segments where trees are 

present, to a distance equal to one site-potential tree 

height from the edge of the feature, whichever is great-

est. 

Alternative B 

 

For intermittent streams and wetlands less than 1 acre, 

RMZs would be 50 feet from the edge of wetland vege-

tation or active stream channel as indicated by riparian 

vegetation, saturated soil, or water. The criteria for se-

lecting the width may be different for each side of the 

water body. Riparian livestock use and vegetative treat-

ment would occur under Alternative B within RMZs. 

The condition and importance of riparian resources to 

natural systems locally would serve as primary emphasis 

for management activities and uses. At the Field Office 

scale, projects in RMZs would generally be designed to 

protect or restore the ecological function of riparian 

areas and streams.  

Because stream types and riparian functions significant-

ly vary across the Planning Area, RMZs based on a 

minimum linear distance would not be applicable for 

every project. Although the minimum distances would 

always apply, the width necessary to protect the stream 

and riparian structure and function may be wider than 

the minimum distances and would be determined from 

site-specific analysis.  

Each project would incorporate specific design features 

to maintain the key ecological function of the Riparian 

Management Zones. 

The objective for total amount of riparian vegetation 

habitat proposed for mechanical and/or prescribed burn-

ing treatments per decade under Alternative B would be 

200 to 700 acres (this includes vegetative treatments and 

not changes in grazing practices). These acres are dis-

played by major watershed in Table 2-23. 

Commercial timber harvest would be allowed in Ripa-

rian Management Zones to meet riparian restoration or 

maintenance objectives and only if adequate woody 

material remains in the riparian area to meet site-specific 

(project level) riparian objectives. 

Where the primary project objective is aspen restoration, 

treated aspen stands would be fenced from livestock and 

wildlife when recovery could be suppressed by grazing 

and browsing. Fencing could consist of using native, on-

site materials as barriers. All fences (with the exception 

of barriers created from native, on-site materials) would 

be maintained and removed within 10 years or when the 

aspen is fully re-established or recovered. 

Livestock Grazing 

Livestock grazing would be allowed on about 270,000 

acres of public land. Approximately 37,000 acres of 

public land would be unavailable for grazing permits or 

leases (Table 2-2). (The allotments unavailable for graz-

ing permits are unleased at this time generally because 

they lack forage or water, are small, are on steep terrain, 

are covered with timber, are adjacent to subdivisions, or 

lack infrastructure.) The amount of forage available on 

these lands would be 24,710 AUMs active use and 1,312 

AUMs forage reserve, temporary non-renewable AUMs. 

After the current permittee ceases livestock grazing, the 

McMaster Hills and Spokane Hills individual allotments 

would be established as forage reserve allotments (An 

allotment without a term grazing permit that is grazed on 

a temporary nonrenewable basis. This type of allotment 

 

Alternative B 

80’ 80’ 

RMZ for a Forested, Perennial,  

Non-Fish bearing Stream 

Assumes an 80’ height site potential tree 

RMZ for a Non-Forested, Perennial Stream 

50’ 50’ 
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would be used to provide temporary grazing to rest other 

areas following wildfire, habitat treatments, or to allow 

for more rapid attainment of rangeland health). Forage 

reserve allotments would be managed to meet, or move 

toward meeting, land health standards. Use would be 

authorized on a temporary, nonrenewable basis. The 

amount of use would be determined by the BFO. Appli-

cants would be required to meet qualifications per the 

grazing regulations, and show the ability and commit-

ment to repair and maintain improvements and infra-

structure. The BFO would rank qualified applicants 

according to the following criteria in priority order: 

1. Implementing projects or vegetation management 

on BLM lands.  

2. Facilitating a change in management to improve 

resource conditions on BLM allotments. 

3. Accommodating permittees or lessees displaced by 

natural causes (i.e. wildland fire, drought, insect in-

festations, etc.) 

The criteria found at 43 CFR §4130.1-2 (USDI-BLM 

2006a) will be used to determine priority when conflict-

ing applications are submitted. 

The existing Indian Creek allotment would be expanded 

up to 5,566 additional acres and 700 AUMS by the Iron 

Mask acquisition. The allotment located in the Elkhorns 

Cooperative Management Area would be managed as a 

forage reserve allotment. The allotment would be ma-

naged to meet, or move toward meeting, land health 

standards. Use would be authorized on a temporary, 

nonrenewable basis. The amount of use would be deter-

mined by the BFO. Applicants would be required to 

meet qualifications per the BLM grazing regulations, 

and show the ability and commitment to repair and 

maintain improvements and infrastructure. The BFO 

would rank qualified applicants according to the follow-

ing criteria in priority order: 

1. Be a State or Federal permittee or lessee, or private 

landowner within the boundaries of the Elkhorns 

Cooperative Management Area (ECMA). 

Table 2-2 

Grazing Availability For Special Allotments Varying By Alternative 

Allotment Name 
Allotment 

Number 
Alt. A Alt. B Alt. C Alt. D 

Indian Creek 20233 
Available for 

grazing permit 

Forage Reserve 

Allotment 

Unavailable for 

grazing permit 

Available for 

grazing permit 

Spokane Hills 7720 
Available for 

grazing permit 

Forage Reserve 

Allotment 

Forage Reserve 

Allotment 

Available for 

grazing permit 

McMasters Hills 7721 
Available for 

grazing permit 

Forage Reserve 

Allotment 

Forage Reserve 

Allotment 

Available for 

grazing permit 

Centennial Gulch 7715 
Available for 

grazing permit 

Unavailable for 

grazing permit; 

prescription 

grazing 

Unavailable for 

grazing permit; 

no prescription 

grazing 

Available for 

grazing permit 

Free Coinage 20254 
Available for 

grazing permit 

Unavailable for 

grazing permit 

Unavailable for 

grazing permit 

Available for 

grazing permit 

Alder Creek 351 
Available for 

grazing permit 

Unavailable for 

grazing permit 

Unavailable for 

grazing permit 

Available for 

grazing permit 

Charcoal Mountain 

Cust. 
10363 

Available for 

grazing permit 

Unavailable for 

grazing permit 

Unavailable for 

grazing permit 

Available for 

grazing permit 

Dickie 20364 
Available for 

grazing permit 

Unavailable for 

grazing permit 

Unavailable for 

grazing permit 

Available for 

grazing permit 

Dog Paw 20365 
Available for 

grazing permit 

Available for 

grazing permit 

Unavailable for 

grazing permit 

Available for 

grazing permit 

Maiden Rock Custodial 20367 
Available for 

grazing permit 

Unavailable for 

grazing permit 

Unavailable for 

grazing permit 

Available for 

grazing permit 

Quinn Creek 5487 
Available for 

grazing permit 

Unavailable for 

grazing permit 

Unavailable for 

grazing permit 

Available for 

grazing permit 

Sixmile Park County 5507 
Available for 

grazing permit 

Available for 

grazing permit 

Unavailable for 

grazing permit 

Available for 

grazing permit 

Wineglass Mountain 15452 
Available for 

grazing permit 

Unavailable for 

grazing permit 

Unavailable for 

grazing permit 

Available for 

grazing permit 
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2. Implementing projects or vegetation management 

on ECMA lands.  

3. Facilitating a change in management to improve 

resource conditions on ECMA lands. 

4. Accommodating permittees or lessees displaced by 

natural causes (i.e. wildland fire, drought, insect in-

festations, etc.) 

5. The criteria found at 43 CFR §4130.1-2 (USDI-

BLM 2006a) when conflicting applications are 

submitted. 

The Centennial Gulch (Ward Ranch) allotment and 

Medicine Rock (Northeast Helena) riparian area would 

be available for prescription livestock grazing to meet 

specific resource objectives as determined through a 

site-specific interdisciplinary planning and NEPA 

process. 

Allotments where grazing preference is relinquished 

would be evaluated for suburban/urban interface issues, 

critical wildlife habitat, riparian values, or recreational 

considerations before re-offering the grazing preference 

on the allotment for permit or lease. 

Areas identified for prescribed burning would be rested 

from livestock grazing up to one year prior to treatment, 

if necessary, to produce fine fuels to carry the burn. 

Treatment areas would be rested for a minimum of two 

growing seasons following treatment to promote recov-

ery of vegetation. Livestock rest for more or less than 

two growing seasons could be justified on a case-by-

case basis.  

Range projects would be maintained as long as needed 

to meet management objectives. Maintenance would be 

assigned to grazing permittees, other authorized public 

land users, or the BLM. Routine maintenance would be 

completed according to the maintenance schedule per 

the terms and conditions of existing cooperative agree-

ments.  

Under Alternative B, no change in livestock conversions 

from cattle to domestic sheep or goats would be allowed 

in allotments within occupied wild sheep habitat. New 

sheep and goat allotments or conversions from cattle to 

sheep or goats would be permitted a minimum of 5 miles 

from known bighorn sheep habitat. This distance would 

be greater if deemed necessary through site-specific 

analysis or a cooperative agreement with other federal or 

state agencies. Goats and sheep could be used for weed 

control on winter ranges when wild sheep are absent. To 

minimize contact with bighorn sheep, domestic sheep, 

and goats used for weed control would only be allowed 

to graze for up to 1 month near occupied bighorn sheep 

habitat and there would be a minimum buffer of 2 miles 

between domestic and wild sheep. Bedding grounds 

would be a minimum of 4 miles from known bighorn 

sheep habitat. The use of domestic sheep and goats 

would only be allowed from May 1 to July 31 unless 

coordinated with MFWP. A herder would be required to 

be on site at all times and be able to communicate with 

the BLM, the herd owner and MFWP. If bighorn sheep 

and domestic sheep and goats come into contact, the 

herder would be required to contact the BLM and 

MFWP immediately.  

Wildland Fire Management 

BFO administered lands would be broken into nine 

FMUs. The FMUs would have B and C designations 

applied. Approximately 52,000 acres would be designat-

ed in category B and 255,000 acres in Category C 

(Table 2-3 and Map 3). The FMUs follow watershed 

boundaries with the following two exceptions: The Mis-

souri and the Big Hole watersheds would each be broken 

into two FMUs due to the urban interface areas sur-

rounding Helena and Wise River. The Missouri wa-

tershed FMUs would be Central Missouri and Missouri, 

and the Big Hole watershed FMUs would be Big Hole 

and Wise River.  

Table 2-3 

Alternative B Fire Polygons by Watershed 

FMU Category
1
 BLM Acres

2
 

Big Hole  C 51,000 

Blackfoot B 1,000 

Central Missouri B 37,000 

Gallatin B 2,000 

Jefferson C 82,000 

Missouri C 115,000 

Upper Clark Fork B 1,000 

Wise River B 10,000 

Yellowstone C 8,000 

1Category and associated treatments only apply to BLM 

land within each zone. 
2Acres are approximate and rounded to nearest 1000. 

 

Fire management activities would correspond to the 

FMU designations. Management-ignited prescribed fire 

would not be conducted between May 1
st
 and August 

30
th

 to protect nesting migratory birds unless breeding 

bird surveys document low potential impact to breeding 

birds.  

In grassland and shrubland habitats, BLM would plan 

for prescribed burns that do not consume above-ground 

vegetation on more than 80 percent (on average) of each 

unit by surface area.  

Delivery of chemical retardant, foam or additives to live 

streams would be avoided. Fish screens (1/8 inch diame-

ter holes) on hoses would be required when removing 

water from fish bearing streams during fire management 

activities. Maps of fish bearing streams would be in-

cluded in the BFO Fire Management Plan for use in 

initial attack of wildland fires. 

Noxious Weed Management 

In addition to the priorities identified under Management 

Common to All Alternatives, prevention and control of 
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weed infestations in special designation areas and Weed 

Management Areas (areas with agreements between 

landowners to cooperatively manage for weeds) would 

be a high priority under Alternative B. 

Under Alternative B, the objective would be to treat an 

estimated 21,000 to 50,000 acres of weeds per decade, 

not including biocontrol measures such as insect releas-

es, grazing, or use of pathogens.  

To minimize the risk of inadvertently spraying desirable 

riparian vegetation and waterways, aerial spraying of 

herbicides or pesticides would not occur when eye-level 

winds are greater than 6 miles per hour or within a min-

imum of 100 feet from streams or wetlands or in occu-

pied or high value habitat for sensitive species of plants 

or animals. Aerial spraying would be conducted in a way 

that minimizes the effects on native forbs, grasses, and 

shrubs. Additionally, no herbicides or pesticides which 

may negatively affect sagebrush would be used aerially 

in sensitive sagebrush habitats. Standard operating pro-

cedures described in the Record of Decision for the Final 

Vegetation Treatments Using Herbicides on Bureau of 

Land Management Lands in 17 Western States Pro-

grammatic Environmental Impact Statement would be 

used.  

To prevent special status plants from being sprayed with 

herbicides, BLM, county, and contractor personnel par-

ticipating in weed treatment activities would be provided 

with training to identify special status plants and maps of 

special status plant populations associated with weed 

treatment areas.  

Outreach/education on noxious weeds would be pro-

vided to the public at campgrounds and trailheads.  

Alternative C 

Grasslands and Shrublands 

Priority areas for treatment would include big game 

winter range, Wildland Urban Interface, and current sage 

grouse habitat.  

Objectives for grassland and shrubland treatments under 

Alternative C are as follows. The total amount of grass-

land proposed for conifer reduction per decade would be 

1,250 to 2,000 acres. The total amount of shrubland 

proposed for conifer reduction per decade would be 250 

to 750 acres. These acres are displayed by major wa-

tershed in Table 2-23.  

Only native seed species would be used in restoring 

vegetation on disturbed ground. 

Forests and Woodlands  

Dry Forest Types 

Compared to the other action alternatives, the manage-

ment emphasis would be on treating smaller areas than 

in the other alternatives and allowing for more ―natural‖ 

disturbances across the landscape. Stand density would 

be higher and average diameter of trees would be gener-

ally be smaller under this alternative than with Alterna-

tives A, B, or D. Alternative C would treat fewer acres 

than the other alternatives.  

The objective for total amount of dry forest treatments 

per decade under Alternative C would be 2,050 to 4,800 

acres. These acres are displayed by major watershed in 

Table 2-23.  

The emphasis for restoration would be the same as Al-

ternative B and D with focus on dry forests that have 

medium to large sized trees and have high tree density. 

A range of 2,050 to 4,800 acres per decade would be 

treated (subset of objective for total acreage treatments). 

As with Alternatives B and D, vegetative treatments 

would also open up stands of dry Douglas-fir and ponde-

rosa pine with multiple canopy layers and a diverse grass 

and shrub understory. Dry forest stands that are currently 

in an ecologically ―healthy‖ condition would be pro-

tected from land management actions that would de-

grade this forest type but very few acres would be main-

tained under Alternative C. Maintenance of existing dry 

forest habitat types would be considered ―low priority‖ 

and fewer than 500 acres per decade would be expected 

to be treated (subset of objective for total acreage treat-

ments). 

Cool and Moist Forest Types  

Cool and moist forest types would be treated when ne-

cessary to maintain or improve stand conditions but 

treatments would be less under Alternative C than the 

other action alternatives, but more than in Alternative A. 

Treatment of cool and moist forest types would be con-

sidered a low priority under Alternative C. Treatments in 

cool and moist forest types would include the creation of 

small openings (10 acres or smaller) to allow for regene-

ration of lodgepole pine, Douglas-fir, subalpine fir or 

spruce. Areas may also be pre-commercial or commer-

cially thinned.  

The objective for total amount of cool and moist forest 

treatments per decade under Alternative C would be 50 

to 550 acres. These acres are displayed by major wa-

tershed in Table 2-23. 

Approximately 50 to 500 acres per decade of medium to 

large, high density cool and moist forest would be 

treated in this alternative (subset of objective for total 

acreage treatments). Small diameter thinning would also 

occur on up to 50 acres per decade in seedling/sapling 

and pole size Douglas-fir and lodgepole pine forests. 

Old Forest Structure  

Alternative C would maintain and protect old forest 

structure and condition. Stands with old forest structure 

would be protected to maintain stand structures that are 

relatively complex with highly variable tree densities, 

healthy and diverse understory composition, and abun-

dant snags and downed logs. Few snags and little down 
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woody material would be proactively recruited in Alter-

native C. 

Forest and Woodland Products  

The objective for Probable Sale Quantity under Alterna-

tive C would be 19,000 to 41,000 CCF or 5 to 12 

MMBF per decade. Forest treatments would occur in 

areas already accessible by the current road system, 

although helicopter logging may be feasible in difficult 

to access areas. No new permanent roads would be con-

structed, and temporary road construction would be kept 

to a minimum. Temporary roads would be decommis-

sioned within one year of project completion. 

The small sale program (estimated quantities of permits 

and products shown in Table 2-23) would maintain the 

current types of activities but small sale activities in-

volving medium to large trees would be restricted to 

areas where materials need to be removed due to autho-

rizations such as rights-of-ways, road use agreements, 

grazing leases, and free use of materials by other agen-

cies and charitable organizations.  

Removal of standing dead or down trees or dead woody 

material for commercial or personal use firewood pur-

poses would be authorized only in designated areas, and 

the personal use firewood permit currently issued by the 

BLM and USDA Forest Service for firewood gathering 

on either public or national forest lands would be 

dropped. 

The BLM would designate areas where live trees could 

be taken as firewood to meet other resource objectives. 

No live trees greater than 20 inches DBH would be 

allowed to be removed as firewood. Firewood cutting 

would not be allowed in WSAs.  

Firewood cutting would not be allowed within 200 feet 

of live (yearlong flow) streams or within 100 feet of 

intermittent streams. 

Timber Salvage  

Where contiguous acres of dead and dying forest exceed 

1,000 acres, 50 percent of the area would be maintained 

as retention. Harvest treatments within the remaining 

project area may include:  1) creation of forest openings, 

2) selective thinning between openings and 3) 50 percent 

total retention across the harvest treatment area.  

Riparian  

The emphasis in Alternative C would be placed on coor-

dinating and integrating riparian restoration objectives 

through other high priority projects. When possible, the 

restoration and enhancement of aspen, cottonwood, 

willows, or other riparian dominant species would also 

be incorporated into other projects in the vicinity of 

riparian habitats. Riparian communities, including aspen 

clones, would be maintained, restored, or enhanced to 

provide vegetative diversity and structure of riparian 

areas and to benefit wildlife.  

Riparian habitat would be opportunistically treated 

through other high priority forest and grassland treat-

ments.  

Riparian Management Zones  

The Montana Streamside Management Zone Law would 

be followed. In addition to adhering to SMZ Law, Ripa-

rian Management Zones from the edge of the aquatic 

habitat would be established as follows: 

Forested Areas  

Streams, lakes, ponds, and reservoirs containing fish:  

The RMZ would consist of the water body and a zone 

located on all sides of the water body. This zone would 

extend from the outer edges of the bankfull channel, full 

pool, or adjacent wetland a distance equal to the top of 

the inner gorge, the outer edge of the 100-year flood-

plain, or 300 feet slope distance, whichever is greatest.  

Alternative C 

 

 Perennial non-fish bearing streams – The RMZ would 

consist of the stream and a zone located on both sides of 

the channel. This zone would extend from the outer 

edges of the bankfull channel (or adjacent wetland) a 

distance equal to the top of the inner gorge, the outer 

edge of the 100 year floodplain, or 150 feet slope dis-

tance whichever is greatest. 

Non-fish bearing ponds, lakes, reservoirs, or wetlands 

greater than 1 acre: The RMZ would extend from the 

outer edge of the full pool or wetland a distance of 150 

feet slope distance. This area would also include all 

moderately and highly unstable areas. 

Intermittent streams and wetlands less than 1 acre: The 

RMZ would consist of the water body and a zone lo-

Alternative C 
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Non-Fish bearing Stream 

150’ 150’ 



Chapter 2 

40 Butte Proposed RMP/Final EIS 

cated on all sides of the water body. This zone would 

extend from the outer edges of the bankfull channel or 

wetland at least 50 feet slope distance.  

Alternative C 

 

Non-forested Areas 

Perennial fish-bearing and non fish-bearing streams or 

wetlands larger than 1 acre: The RMZ would consist of 

the water body and a zone located on all sides of the 

water body. This zone would extend from the outer 

edges of the bankfull channel, full pool, or adjacent 

wetland a distance that encompasses the active flood-

plain. RMZs would extend 150 feet above the break in 

slope leading down from the lowest terrace to the flood-

plain. The actual RMZ width may be different for each 

side of the water body depending on the locations of 

terrace features.  

Intermittent streams and wetlands less than 1 acre: The 

RMZ would consist of the water body and a zone lo-

cated on all sides of the water body. This zone would 

extend from the outer edges of the bankfull channel or 

wetland at least 50 feet slope distance. 

Alternative C 

 

The objective for total amount of riparian vegetation 

habitat proposed for mechanical and/or prescribed burn-

ing treatments per decade under Alternative C would be 

75 to 200 acres (this includes vegetative treatments and 

not changes in grazing practices). These acres are dis-

played by major watershed in Table 2-23.  

No commercial timber harvest would be allowed in 

RMZs. All woody material cut for restoration activities 

would be retained on site. If an adequate amount of 

down woody material exists, material may be removed 

for other riparian or stream restoration activities. 

Under Alternative C, the structure and composition of 

aspen stands would be determined by natural processes 

or treated opportunistically through other projects. 

Treated aspen stands would be fenced from livestock 

grazing and, if necessary, wildlife grazing, and brows-

ing. There would be an emphasis on using native, on-site 

materials for ―natural‖ barriers. All fences (with the 

exception of native barriers) would be maintained and 

removed within 10 years or when the aspen is fully re-

established or recovered. 

Livestock Grazing 

Livestock grazing would be allowed on about 262,000 

acres of public land. Approximately 45,000 acres of 

public land would be unavailable for grazing permits or 

leases (Table 2-23). The amount of forage available on 

these lands would be 24,710 AUMs active use and 936 

AUMs forage reserve, temporary non-renewable AUMs. 

After the current permittee ceases livestock grazing, the 

McMaster Hills and Spokane Hills individual allotments 

would be established as forage reserve allotments as in 

Alternative B.  

The existing Indian Creek allotment (2,215 acres and 

376 AUMs) as well as any lands acquired from the Iron 

Mask acquisition would be unavailable for grazing lease 

or permit.  

The Centennial Gulch (Ward Ranch) allotment and 

Medicine Rock (Northeast Helena) riparian area would 

be unavailable for prescription livestock grazing. 

After the current permittee ceases livestock grazing, the 

McMaster Hills and Spokane Hills individual allotments 

would be established as forage reserve allotments (An 

allotment without a term grazing permit that is grazed on 

a temporary nonrenewable basis. This type of allotment 

would be used to provide temporary grazing to rest other 

areas following wildfire, habitat treatments, or to allow 

for more rapid attainment of rangeland health). Forage 

reserve allotments would be managed to meet, or move 

toward meeting, land health standards. Use would be 

authorized on a temporary, nonrenewable basis. The 

amount of use would be determined by the BFO. Appli-

cants would be required to meet qualifications per the 

grazing regulations, and show the ability and commit-

ment to repair and maintain improvements and infra-

structure. The BFO would rank qualified applicants 

according to the following criteria in priority order: 

1. Implementing projects or vegetation management 

on BLM lands.  

2. Facilitating a change in management to improve 

resource conditions on BLM allotments. 

Alternative C 
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3. Accommodating permittees or lessees displaced by 

natural causes (i.e. wildland fire, drought, insect in-

festations, etc.) 

The criteria found at 43 CFR §4130.1-2 (USDI-BLM 

2006a) when conflicting applications are submitted. 

Areas identified for prescribed burning would be rested 

from livestock grazing up to one year prior to treatment, 

if necessary, to produce fine fuels to carry the burn. 

Treatment areas would be rested at a minimum of two 

full years following treatment to promote recovery of 

vegetation. Guidelines for residual ground cover would 

be developed in new Allotment Management Plans. 

Forage utilization would be monitored.  

Currently existing exclosures would be maintained free 

of livestock grazing. Exclosures would be maintained 

annually before livestock turnout and would be moni-

tored to compare differences between areas grazed and 

ungrazed by livestock.  

Existing livestock exclosures along streams, wetlands, 

and riparian areas would be maintained as long as 

needed to meet management objectives. Maintenance of 

exclosures would be assigned to grazing permittees or 

other authorized public land users.  

Under Alternative C, no change in livestock conversions 

from cattle to domestic sheep or goats would be allowed 

in allotments within occupied wild sheep habitat. New 

sheep and goat allotments or conversions from cattle to 

sheep or goats would be permitted a minimum of 9 miles 

from known bighorn sheep habitat. This distance would 

be greater if deemed necessary through site specific 

analysis or a cooperative agreement with other federal or 

state agencies. Goats and sheep could be used for weed 

control on winter ranges when wild sheep are absent. To 

minimize contact with bighorn sheep, domestic sheep, 

and goats used for weed control would only be allowed 

to graze for up to two weeks near occupied bighorn 

sheep habitat and there would be a minimum buffer of 4 

miles between domestic and wild sheep. Bedding 

grounds would be a minimum of 6 miles from known 

bighorn sheep habitat. The use of domestic sheep and 

goats would only be allowed from May 15 to July 15 

unless coordinated with MFWP. A herder would be 

required to be on site at all times and be able to commu-

nicate with the BLM, the herd owner and MFWP. If 

bighorn sheep and domestic sheep and goats come into 

contact, the herder would be required to contact the 

BLM and MFWP immediately.  

Wildland Fire Management 

BFO administered lands would be broken into ten 

FMUs. The FMUs would have A, B and C designations 

applied. Approximately 41,000 acres would be designat-

ed in category A; 23,000 acres in category B; and 

243,000 acres in category C (Table 2-4 and Map 4). 

The FMUs follow watershed boundaries with the follow-

ing two exceptions:  the Missouri watershed would be 

broken into three FMUs (Missouri, Central Missouri, 

and NW Missouri) and the Big Hole watershed would be 

broken into two FMUs (Big Hole and Wise River) due 

to the urban interface areas surrounding Helena and 

Wise River.  

Table 2-4 

Alternative C Fire Polygons by Watershed 

FMU Category
1
 BLM Acres

2
 

Big Hole  C 60,000 

Blackfoot A 1,000 

Central  

Missouri 
A 37,000 

Gallatin A 2,000 

Jefferson C 82,000 

Missouri C 101,000 

NW Missouri B 14,000 

Upper Clark Fork B 1,000 

Wise River A 1,000 

Yellowstone B 8,000 

1Category and associated treatments only apply to BLM 

land within each zone.  
2Acres are approximate and rounded to nearest 1000. 

Fire management activities would correspond to the 

FMU designations. Vegetation treatments, including 

management-ignited prescribed fire and mechanical 

treatments would not be conducted between May 1
st
 and 

August 30
th

 to protect nesting migratory birds unless 

breeding bird surveys document low potential impact to 

breeding birds. In grassland/shrubland habitats, BLM 

would plan for prescribed burns that do not consume 

aboveground vegetation on more than 60 percent (on 

average) of each unit by surface area.  

Use of chemical retardant foam, or additives over live 

streams would only be allowed if there were a risk to 

human life and safety. Fish screens (1/8 inch diameter 

holes) on hoses would be required when removing water 

from fish bearing streams during fire management ac-

tivities. Maps of fish bearing streams would be devel-

oped in the BFO Fire Management Plan for use in initial 

attack of wildland fires.  

Noxious Weed Management 

Under Alternative C, less aggressive weed management 

would be needed in response to the decreased ground 

disturbance in the Decision Area. Suppression and con-

trol of weed infestations in special designation areas 

would be a moderate priority.  

The objective under Alternative C would be to treat an 

estimated 16,000 to 38,000 acres of weeds per decade, 

not including biocontrol measures such as insect releas-

es, grazing, or use of pathogens.  
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Aerial spraying of herbicides or pesticides would not 

occur. 

To prevent special status plants from being sprayed with 

herbicides, BLM personnel would be provided with 

maps of special status plant populations associated with 

weed treatment areas.  

Outreach/education on noxious weeds would be pro-

vided to the public at campgrounds and trailheads.  

Alternative D 

Grasslands and Shrublands 

Priority areas for treatment would include big game 

winter range, Wildland Urban Interface and current and 

historic sagebrush habitat, forest meadows and parks, 

and bighorn sheep habitat.  

Objectives for treating grasslands and shrublands under 

Alternative D are as follows. The total amount of grass-

land proposed for conifer reduction per decade would be 

5,500 to 19,050 acres. The total amount of shrubland 

proposed for conifer reduction per decade would be 

1,850 to 6,800 acres. These acres are displayed by major 

watershed in Table 2-23. 

As in Alternative B, native or low impact, non-invasive 

seed mixtures would be used when restoring vegetation 

on disturbed ground.  

Forests and Woodlands  

Dry Forest Types  

The objective for total amount of dry forest treatments 

per decade under Alternative D would be 7,300 to 

18,200 acres. These acres are displayed by major wa-

tershed in Table 2-23.  

As with Alternatives B and C, the emphasis for restora-

tion would focus on dry forests with medium to large 

sized trees, and with high tree densities. In dense, old, 

and mature Douglas-fir and ponderosa pine forests, 

stand density would be moved toward stands that consist 

of fewer trees per acre with a larger average diameter. A 

range of 5,600 to 12,200 acres per decade of dry forest 

habitat type with medium to large sized trees and high 

tree densities would be treated under Alternative D (sub-

set of objective for total acreage treatments). Dry forest 

stands that are in an ecologically ―healthy‖ condition 

which can sustain the growth of the larger trees while 

successfully reproducing and maintaining the juvenile 

growth of the younger trees would also be maintained 

under Alternative D. Maintenance treatments in forests 

would promote the large, overstory trees and natural 

regeneration that would provide diverse age and size 

classes. Maintenance of existing dry forest habitat types 

would be considered ―moderate priority‖ with 1,000 to 

3,500 acres per decade proposed for treatment (subset of 

objective for total acreage treatments).  

Approximately 500 to 1,500 acres per decade of small 

diameter thinning of seedling/sapling and pole size dry 

forest would also occur with Alternative D (subset of 

objective for total acreage treatments). A small amount 

of pure limber pine habitat would also be treated under 

Alternative D, approximately 200 to 1,000 acres per 

decade. The majority of ponderosa pine treatments 

would occur in the Upper Missouri Watershed. 

Cool and Moist Forest Types  

Cool and moist forest types would be managed the same 

as in Alternative B. Restoration of these habitat types 

may also be done to meet desired future conditions for 

cool and moist forest ecosystems and wildlife habitat 

including the creation of forage for lynx in lodgepole 

pine forests.  

Treatment of cool and moist forest types would be con-

sidered a moderate priority under Alternative D. The 

priority watershed for implementation of treatments in 

cool and moist forest is the Big Hole. 

The objective for total amount of cool and moist forest 

treatments per decade under Alternative D would be 

1,000 to 5,050 acres. These acres are displayed by major 

watershed in Table 2-23.Approximately 800 to 4,450 

acres per decade of stands with medium to large sized 

trees and with high tree densities in cool and moist forest 

types would be treated in this alternative. Small diameter 

thinning would also occur on approximately 200 to 600 

acres per decade in seedling/sapling and pole size cool 

and moist Douglas-fir and lodgepole pine forests. These 

acreages are subsets of the objective for total acreage 

treatments.  

Treatments in cool and moist forest types would include 

the creation of openings to allow for regeneration of 

lodgepole pine and Douglas-fir. Areas would also be 

pre-commercial or commercially thinned. Commercial 

products such as timber and biomass would be produced 

from these treatments. 

Old Forest Structure  

Old forest structure would be managed the same as in 

Alternative B.  

Forest and Woodland Products  

Based on the expected amount of treatment acres (in-

cluding the WUI projects), the objective for PSQ would 

be 36,000 to 107,000 CCF or 10 to 30 MMBF per dec-

ade under Alternative D.  

Some new permanent roads may be built for long-term 

management of areas where multiple entries would be 

necessary to meet objectives. New road construction, 

however, would be kept to a minimum. Some new per-

manent roads could be ―open‖ to the public if travel plan 

objectives for the area are met. Temporary road con-

struction would be kept to a minimum.  
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The small sale program would provide the estimated 

quantities of permits and products shown in Table 2-23. 

Access for small sales would be developed as needed. 

Alternative D would also promote and encourage bio-

mass utilization and encourage and promote the use of 

woody material in local businesses such as landscaping 

and furniture building.  

Personal use firewood permits valid for wood collection 

from both BLM and Forest Service lands in Western 

Montana would continue to be offered by BLM in coop-

eration with the Forest Service.  

Standing dead and down wood would be allowed to be 

taken as firewood. BLM could designate specific areas 

for firewood cutting `of live trees to meet other resource 

objectives. No dead trees greater than 24 inches DBH 

would be allowed to be cut for firewood.  

Firewood would not be allowed to be cut within 100 feet 

of live (yearlong flow) streams or within 50 feet of in-

termittent streams or within the SMZ, whichever width 

is greatest. 

Timber Salvage  

Where contiguous acres of dead and dying forest exceed 

1,000 acres, 30 percent of the area would be maintained 

as retention. Harvest treatments within the remaining 

project area may include:  1) creation of forest openings, 

2) selective thinning between openings, and 3) no reten-

tion requirements within harvest treatment area.  

Bark beetle suppression treatments, which may target 

large tree removal, would be permitted to contain out-

breaks and to reduce the risk to other forest stands in the 

vicinity. 

Riparian  

The emphasis in Alternative D would be to actively 

restore riparian habitats. When possible, the restoration 

and enhancement of aspen, cottonwood, willows, or 

other riparian dominant species along with channel im-

provement would also be incorporated into other 

projects in the vicinity of the riparian habitats.  

Under Alternative D, riparian protection would be pro-

vided by Streamside Management Zones.  

Alternative D 

  

The objective for total amount of riparian vegetation 

habitat proposed for mechanical and/or prescribed burn-

ing treatments per decade under Alternative D would be 

300 to 1,700 acres (this includes vegetative treatments 

and not changes in grazing practices). These acres are 

displayed by major watershed in Table 2-23. 

Forest and fuels management activities including com-

mercial timber harvest would be allowed in SMZs to 

meet riparian restoration or maintenance objectives and 

only if adequate woody material remains in the riparian 

area. 

Where the primary project objective is aspen restoration, 

treated aspen stands would be fenced from livestock and 

wildlife grazing and browsing. Fencing could consist of 

native, on-site materials to create barriers to livestock 

and wildlife. All fences (with the exception of barriers 

created from native, on-site material) would be main-

tained and removed within 10 years or when the aspen is 

fully re-established or recovered. 

Livestock Grazing 

Livestock grazing would be allowed on about 278,000 

acres of public land. Under Alternative D, approximately 

29,000 acres of public land would be unavailable for 

grazing permits or leases (Table 2-23). The amount of 

forage available on these lands would be 25,677 AUMs 

active use. 

After the current permittee ceases livestock grazing, the 

McMaster Hills and Spokane Hills individual allotments 

would be available to qualified applicants per the graz-

ing regulations. These allotments would be administered 

like all other existing allotments.  

The existing Indian Creek allotment would be expanded 

up to an additional 5,566 acres and 700 AUMS by the 

Iron Mask Acquisition. The Indian Creek allotment 

would be available to qualified applicants per the graz-

ing regulations. This allotment would be administered 

like all other existing allotments. The Centennial Gulch 

(Ward Ranch) allotment would be available to qualified 

applicants per the grazing regulations.  

Allotments where grazing preference is relinquished 

would remain available for livestock grazing leases or 

permits. 

Areas identified for prescribed burning would be rested 

from livestock grazing prior to treatment, if necessary, to 

produce fine fuels to carry the burn. Treatment areas 

would be rested at a minimum of two full years follow-

ing treatment to promote recovery of vegetation.  

Grazing practices would be adjusted to protect or en-

hance fish and wildlife habitat when livestock grazing is 

a contributing factor to not meeting Land Health Stan-

dards.  

Currently existing exclosures would be maintained free 

from livestock grazing as long as needed to meet objec-

tives. Exclosures would be checked and maintained 

50’ 
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50’ 
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every five years. Maintenance would be accomplished as 

per the terms and conditions of existing cooperative 

agreements.  

Existing livestock exclosures along streams, wetlands, 

and riparian areas would be maintained as long as 

needed to meet management objectives. Exclosures 

would be checked and maintained per the terms and 

conditions of existing cooperative agreements or every 

five years.  

As with Alternative A, the existing Instruction Memo-

randum 98-140 (USDI-BLM 1998b) would be followed 

to protect wild sheep. As with Alternative B, goats and 

sheep could be used for weed control on winter ranges 

when wild sheep are absent. To minimize contact with 

bighorn sheep, domestic sheep, and goats used for weed 

control would only be allowed to graze for up to 1 

month near occupied bighorn sheep habitat and there 

would be a minimum buffer of 2 miles between domes-

tic and wild sheep. Bedding grounds would be a mini-

mum of 4 miles from known bighorn sheep habitat. The 

use of domestic sheep and goats would only be allowed 

from May 1 to July 31 unless coordinated with MFWP. 

A herder would be required to be on site at all times and 

be able to communicate with the BLM, the herd owner 

and MFWP. If bighorn sheep and domestic sheep and 

goats come into contact, the herder would be required to 

contact the BLM and MFWP immediately.  

Wildland Fire Management 

BFO administered lands would be broken into ten 

FMUs. The FMUs would have B, C, and D designations 

applied. Approximately 42,000 acres would be designat-

ed in category B; 82,000 acres in category C; and 

183,000 acres in category D (Table 2-5 and Map 5).  

The FMUs follow watershed boundaries with two excep-

tions:  the Missouri watershed is broken into three FMUs 

(Missouri, Central Missouri, and NW Missouri) and the 

Big Hole watershed would be broken into two FMUs 

(Big Hole and Wise River) due to the urban interface 

areas surrounding Helena and Wise River. 

Fire management activities would correspond to the 

FMU designations. There would be no restriction on 

timing of vegetation treatments; and planned manage-

ment-ignited prescribed fire units size would be deter-

mined by an interdisciplinary team through site-specific 

NEPA analysis. In grassland/ shrubland habitats, BLM 

would plan for prescribed burns that do not consume 

above-ground vegetation on more than 90 percent (on 

average) of each unit by surface area.  

Delivery of chemical retardant, foam or additives to live 

streams would be avoided. 

Noxious Weed Management 

Under Alternative D, more aggressive weed manage-

ment would be needed in response to the increased use 

and ground disturbance in the Decision Area. Prevention 

and control of weed infestations in special designation 

areas, Weed Management Areas (areas with agreements 

between landowners to cooperatively manage weeds), 

and areas currently under a multi-year treatment plan 

would be considered a moderate priority.  

The objective under Alternative D would be to treat an 

estimated 25,000 to 61,000 acres of weeds per decade, 

not including biocontrol measures such as insect releas-

es, grazing, or use of pathogens.  

Aerial spraying of herbicides or pesticides would not 

occur when eye-level winds are greater than 6 miles per 

hour or within 100 feet of streams or wetlands. Aerial 

spraying would be conducted in a way that minimizes 

the effects on native forbs, grasses, and shrubs. 

To prevent special status plants from being sprayed with 

herbicides, BLM, county, and contractor personnel par-

ticipating in weed treatment activities would be provided 

with training to identify special status plants and maps of 

special status plant populations associated with weed 

treatment areas.  

Outreach/education on noxious weeds would be pro-

vided to the public at campgrounds, trailheads, to specif-

ic user groups, at schools, fairs, and community events.  

WILDLIFE, FISH, WILDLIFE 

HABITAT, SPECIAL STATUS AND 

PRIORITY PLANT AND ANIMAL 

SPECIES 

Goal 1 – Manage to provide a variety of well-distributed 

plant communities to support a diversity of habitats.  

Table 2-5 

Alternative D Fire Polygons by Watershed  

FMU Category
1
 BLM Acres

2
 

Big Hole  C 60,000 

Blackfoot B 1,000 

Central Missouri B 37,000 

Gallatin B 2,000 

Jefferson D 82,000 

Missouri D 101,000 

NW Missouri C 14,000 

Upper Clark Fork B 1,000 

Wise River B 1,000 

Yellowstone C 8,000 

1Category and associated treatments only apply to BLM 

land within each zone. 
2Acres are approximate and rounded to nearest 1000. 
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Goal 2 – Conserve, enhance, restore, or minimize im-

pacts to areas of important wildlife habitat such as rare 

or limited seasonal habitats, corridors, blocks of intact 

functional habitat across the landscape, areas of low 

road-density, foraging areas, and riparian areas. 

Goal 3 – Conserve, enhance, or restore special habitat 

features or minimize impacts to special habitat features 

including, but not limited to caves, cliffs, riparian areas, 

wetlands, snags, and down woody material. 

Goal 4 – Management prescriptions or authorizations 

conserve, enhance, restore, minimize impacts, or contri-

bute to the recovery of threatened, endangered, or candi-

date plant or animal species.  

Goal 5 – Management prescriptions or authorizations 

conserve or enhance habitat or minimize negative effects 

to habitat of BLM sensitive plant and animal species to 

prevent the federal listing of these species.  

Goal 6 – Special-status species and habitats are con-

served through collaboration and cooperation.  

Goal 7 – Protect, maintain, restore, and rehabilitate 

sagebrush habitat in occupied or historic sage grouse 

habitat (as mapped by MFWP).  

Management Common to All 

Alternatives  

All alternatives would emphasize actions that would 

promote conservation of special status wildlife species 

and the ecosystems on which they depend. All alterna-

tives would emphasize maintaining and supporting 

healthy, productive, and diverse populations and com-

munities of native plants and animals (including big 

game species such as deer, elk, and bighorn sheep) ap-

propriate to soil, climate, and landform. 

One key objective under all alternatives would be for 

BLM to conserve federally listed and recently de-listed 

species. BLM would implement recovery activities for 

these species by complying with and adopting current 

and future recovery plans (such as Grizzly Bear Recov-

ery Plan (USFWS 1993), Ute’s Ladies’ Tresses Recov-

ery Plan, Grizzly Bear Management Plan for Southwest 

Montana (MFWP 2002a), Interim Bull Trout Habitat 

Conservation Plan Strategy, Montana Gray Wolf Con-

servation and Management Plan (2004), Northern Rocky 

Mountain Wolf Recovery Plan (USFWS 1987), Lynx 

Conservation Assessment and Strategy (see Appendix 

G – Wildlife), and the Montana Bald Eagle Manage-

ment Plan (MBEWG 1994). 

Another objective under all alternatives would be for 

BLM to conserve sensitive species. BLM would manage 

habitat for sensitive terrestrial and aquatic species in a 

manner consistent with current and future restoration, 

conservation and recovery plans, and conservation 

agreements (westslope and Yellowstone cutthroat trout, 

Arctic grayling and prairie dog). Management activities 

would be designed and implemented consistent with 

adopted conservation strategies, including Montana's 

Comprehensive Fish and Wildlife Conservation Strategy 

(MFWP 2005b), and current, accepted science for spe-

cial status and priority species. 

Fish and wildlife would continue to be evaluated on a 

case-by-case basis as part of project level planning. Such 

evaluation would consider the significance of the pro-

posed project and the effects to fish and wildlife habitat. 

Measures to reduce impacts would be attached as appro-

priate to assure compatibility of projects with manage-

ment objectives for fish and wildlife habitat.  

Habitat improvement projects would be implemented 

where necessary to restore wildlife habitat and/or to 

improve unsatisfactory or declining wildlife habitat.  

Important blocks of hiding, security, and thermal cover 

for big game would be considered during project plan-

ning. 

For all alternatives, all new fences would be built to 

standard BLM wildlife specifications (USDI – BLM 

1989b. Bureau of Land Management Fencing Hand-

book, H-1741-1) to allow wildlife passage with the ex-

ception of fences built specifically to keep native ungu-

lates out of an area unless site specific analysis indicates 

other specifications are necessary. 

Consistent with the requirements of the Endangered 

Species Act (1973) and BLM policy, all alternatives 

would ensure that actions are consistent with the conser-

vation needs of special status species. The BLM would 

seek opportunities to conserve and improve special sta-

tus species habitats and habitats for native plants and 

wildlife in project level planning and in other BLM 

authorized, funded, or approved activities (BLM Manual 

6840 – Special Status Species Management, Endangered 

Species Act).  

BLM would determine the distribution, abundance, and 

management needs of special-status plant and animal 

species and species of local interest occurring on BLM 

administered lands and evaluate needed management for 

the conservation of these species. 

As per Executive Order 13443, the BLM would facilitate 

the expansion of hunting opportunities and management 

of game species and their habitats.  

BLM would cooperate and collaborate with federal, 

tribal, and state wildlife management agencies as well as 

private landowners to improve habitat for wildlife (in-

cluding game species as per Executive Order 13443) and 

special status plants.  

Conservation actions, inventories, and monitoring for 

special status wildlife and aquatic species would be 

prioritized based on habitats at risk and rarity.  

Timing restrictions may be used in special status species 

habitat. Human activities that disrupt special status spe-

cies habitats during their seasons of use, particularly 
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during the breeding and winter seasons would be 

avoided or minimized.  

Sage grouse management activities would be designed 

and implemented to be consistent with adopted conser-

vation strategies such as The National and Montana 

Management Plan and Conservation Strategies for Sage 

Grouse in Montana (MSGWG 2005) and current, ac-

cepted science. 

Vegetation altering activities could occur in sage grouse 

habitat where it does not result in long-term loss of habi-

tats or contribute to the need to list. Sufficient sagebrush 

densities and cover would be retained in sage grouse 

habitat.  

BLM would coordinate the fisheries program with other 

programs to improve aquatic habitat.  

Populations of special-status plants would be monitored 

to assess their condition and trend.  

BLM would maintain and improve critical or essential 

habitat to prevent deterioration and provide recovery for 

federally listed plant species.  

Field inspections would be conducted to identify special-

status plant species prior to authorized surface disturbing 

activities. Waivers for on-the-ground inventory may be 

granted in areas determined to have low potential based 

on previous research.  

Alternative A – No Action 

MFWP and the USFWS would be consulted prior to 

implementing projects that may affect habitat for threat-

ened and endangered species.  

Management actions would be consistent with the guide-

lines that were developed through the Interagency Wild-

life Monitoring Program for mineral exploration and 

development. 

All management activities, including timber harvest and 

prescribed burning, in the Elkhorn Wildlife Management 

Area would be designed to maintain or improve wildlife 

habitat. New road construction would be kept to a mini-

mum and all new roads would be closed to the public. 

Guidelines from the Montana Cooperative Elk-Logging 

Study (Lyons et al. 1985) would continue to be used in 

formulation of forest activity plans affecting occupied 

grizzly bear and elk habitat including: managing public 

vehicle access to maintain effectiveness of security cov-

er and key seasonal habitat for deer and elk; maintaining 

adequate untreated peripheral zones around important 

moist sites; maintaining adequate thermal and security 

cover in deer and elk habitat, particularly within timber 

stands adjacent to primary winter foraging areas; ensur-

ing slash depth in clear cuts does not exceed 1.5 feet; 

and generally discouraging thinning immediately adja-

cent to clear cuts. 

The MFWP would be consulted in advance of timber 

harvest activities involving:  construction of new access 

roads into unroaded elk summer and fall range; critical, 

crucial, or essential wildlife habitat; and sales of over 

250 MBF.  

Wildlife reintroduction proposals would be evaluated 

and recommendations would be made to the MFWP. 

Animal control projects would be coordinated with the 

USFWS and Wildlife Services, and in the case of aerial 

gunning with the Montana Department of Livestock. 

Seasonal timing restrictions on projects that cause dis-

turbance would continue to be applied where they are 

needed to minimize the impacts of human activities on 

important seasonal wildlife habitat. The major types of 

seasonal wildlife habitat and the time periods which 

restrictions may be needed are:  elk, mule deer, moose 

and bighorn sheep winter and spring range (12/1 to 

4/30), elk, mule deer and bighorn sheep calving 

range/habitat (5/1 to 6/30), mountain goat winter range 

(12/1-4/30) and mountain goat spring range (5/1-6/30), 

grizzly bear spring and summer range (4/1 to 9/1), and 

grizzly bear denning habitat (10/1 to 4/30). 

Management Common to Action 

Alternatives (B, C, and D) 

All federally listed and BLM sensitive species and their 

habitats would be considered priority species and habi-

tats. Additional priority wildlife species would be based 

on public interest, density, diversity or population size 

including big game (such as elk, bighorn sheep, deer, 

and antelope) and migratory birds listed by USFWS and 

Level 1 and Level 2 species listed under the Montana 

Bird Conservation Plan (Partners in Flight 2000). Tier I 

and Tier II habitat and species from Montana's Compre-

hensive Fish and Wildlife Conservation Strategy 

(MFWP 2005b) would also be considered priority spe-

cies and habitats. Priority habitats would include habitat 

for all special status species as well as riparian areas, dry 

savannah forest, special habitats including caves, cliffs, 

and snags and down woody material, sagebrush, bitter-

brush communities and mountain mahogany communi-

ties. 

Management techniques, including but not limited to 

prescribed and managed wildland fire, prescriptive lives-

tock grazing, planting, exclusion to intense disturbance, 

timber harvest and other mechanical methods would be 

used to restore, maintain or improve the desired ecologi-

cal conditions of vegetation communities for the purpose 

of improving forage, nesting, breeding, and security 

habitat, hiding cover and travel corridors for a wide 

diversity of terrestrial and aquatic species. 

The BLM would emphasize providing habitat of suffi-

cient quantity and quality, including connectivity and 

wildlife movement corridors, habitat complexity, forest 

openings, edges, and ecotones, to enhance biological 

diversity and provide quality, sustainable habitat for 
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native wildlife species. BLM would maintain suitable 

habitat conditions and minimize fragmentation in lin-

kage corridors among habitats and priority species. BLM 

land would be managed to consider the relationship 

between large special status species populations and 

smaller isolated populations whenever possible. The 

intent would be to maintain the function and diversity of 

all habitats in large areas (patches) across the landscape 

and minimize long-term human disturbance to wildlife 

to provide habitat for wildlife movement, dispersal, and 

home ranges. In the context of wildlife habitat fragmen-

tation, the size of the ―patch‖ would be related to the 

size of the BLM parcel(s) and adjacent federal or state 

lands. 

BLM would coordinate with MFWP to determine 

whether habitat and other conditions exist that would 

allow successful reintroduction of locally or regionally 

absent species, such as westslope cutthroat trout, sage 

grouse, beaver, bighorn sheep, mountain goat, and prai-

rie dogs. 

To the extent possible, BLM would: maintain large 

patches of high quality sagebrush in occupied or historic 

sage grouse habitat (as mapped by MFWP); maintain 

connections between sagebrush habitats and enlarge the 

size of sagebrush patches in occupied or historic sage 

grouse habitat.  

During project level planning, key habitat components 

that would be emphasized would include: winter range, 

seasonal migration corridors, breeding sites, roosting 

sites, and foraging habitats adjacent to raptor nest sites.  

Disturbance of crucial wildlife breeding areas such as 

known den sites or big game breeding or winter range 

would be minimized. Actions that cause disturbance 

would be minimized to reduce negative effects to special 

status and priority species during seasonally sensitive 

periods such as; the breeding, nesting, winter, and roost-

ing seasons. 

Seasonal timing restrictions on projects that cause dis-

turbance would be applied where needed to minimize 

the impacts of human activities on important seasonal 

wildlife habitat. The major types of seasonal wildlife 

habitat and the time periods which restrictions may be 

needed are:  big game winter and spring range (12/1 to 

5/30),  big game calving range/habitat (5/1 to 6/30), 

mountain goat nursery areas (5/1 to 7/15), mountain goat 

breeding areas (11/1 to 12/31), mountain goat winter 

range (10/15 to 5/15), grizzly bear spring and summer 

range (4/1 to 9/1), and grizzly bear denning habitat (10/1 

to 4/30). These dates would be revised when new data 

becomes available.  

One objective under all action alternatives would be to 

maintain functional blocks of security habitat for big 

game species across the landscape. Where minimum-

size blocks of security habitat (250 acres), as defined by 

Hillis et al. (1991), are located, they would be retained in 

a suitable condition during project planning and imple-

mentation. Protection of larger blocks of security habitat 

would also be addressed during project or watershed 

level planning. Where security habitat is limited or 

fragmented across the landscape, the BLM would em-

phasize improving habitat through vegetation treatments 

and road closures (including seasonal closures) to in-

crease security habitat for big game species. 

BLM would close rock climbing on spires with active 

raptor nests and educate the public about the importance 

of avoiding such locations.  

Within appropriate habitats, snags and down woody 

material would be managed to be well-distributed across 

the landscape in sufficient quantity and quality to sup-

port species dependent upon these habitats.  

At the project level, dead and down woody material 

would be retained in amounts that are within the range 

of natural variability for the plant community, to the 

extent compatible with reforestation objectives, fire 

hazard reduction standards, and public safety.  

In grasslands and shrublands undergoing vegetation 

treatments such as the removal of conifer encroachment 

through mechanical thinning or prescribed burning, all 

trees and snags with characteristics of old forest struc-

ture would be left standing to the extent practicable. 

All action alternatives would emphasize protecting and 

restoring special habitat components or features that 

contribute to the productivity of bat species. These fea-

tures include, but are not limited to, caves, cliffs, ripa-

rian areas and wetlands and snags and down wood.  

Caves and abandoned mines would be surveyed and 

assessed for bat use of features. BLM would determine 

the need for closures or seasonal closures for activities 

affecting caves and abandoned mines. Hibernacula clo-

sure dates would be approximately October 15 to May 1 

and maternity closure dates would be approximately 

April 15 to September 30.  

Bat gates or other suitable measures would be used to 

protect bat habitat when bat use of caves or abandoned 

mines is determined. Public health and safety would take 

precedence over protection of bat habitat if hazardous 

mine openings cannot be remediated with installation of 

bat gates. Efforts would be made to safely remove resi-

dent bats prior to closure.  

BLM would comply with the standards and guidelines in 

the Canada Lynx Conservation Assessment and Strategy 

(Appendix G – Wildlife).  

BLM would develop and implement human food storage 

regulations and guidelines in grizzly bear distribution 

zones in coordination with MFWP and other agencies.  

All action alternatives would emphasize maintaining 

diverse, healthy, productive, well-distributed aquatic 

habitats and communities to increase populations of 

native fish and other aquatic species.  



Chapter 2 

48 Butte Proposed RMP/Final EIS 

The BLM would emphasize maintaining and/or restoring 

the structure, composition, and function of aquatic eco-

systems to support a diversity of aquatic plant and ani-

mal species and emphasize hydrologic connectivity 

within watersheds to maintain and/or restore habitat and 

connectivity needs for populations of aquatic dependent 

species. 

The BLM would restore and/or maintain riparian struc-

ture, composition, and processes, including physical 

integrity of riparian ecosystems, amount and distribution 

of woody debris to sustain physical and biological com-

plexity, adequate summer and winter thermal regulation, 

water quality and hydrologic processes, distribution and 

diversity of riparian vegetative communities and source 

habitats for riparian dependent species. BLM would 

opportunistically enhance or restore habitat for 

westslope and Yellowstone cutthroat trout and Arctic 

grayling.  

The distribution and abundance of native fishes and 

other aquatic species would be increased through the 

maintenance or restoration of habitat. 

In select areas identified for native fish restoration, BLM 

would collaborate with MFWP to remove non-native 

fish species that out-compete or hybridize with native 

cutthroat trout.  

Transportation system effects on fisheries resources 

would be reduced. To the extent possible, roads would 

be located, designed and maintained to reduce sedimen-

tation, identify and remove unnatural barriers, eliminate 

fish passage barriers (when desired), and restore or 

maintain riparian vegetation.  

Watershed restoration projects would be designed and 

implemented in a manner that promotes the long-term 

ecological integrity of ecosystems, conserves the genetic 

integrity of native species, and contributes to meeting 

riparian standards.  

Alternative B – Preferred Alternative 

Alternative B would also emphasize protection and 

restoration of habitats for native wildlife, plants, and 

special status species. There would be a focus on biolog-

ical diversity by restoring vegetation cover types and 

structural stages that have declined substantially includ-

ing dry, open forest habitats with low tree densities, 

meadow habitats, shrub and hardwood dominated ripa-

rian systems, as well as open grasslands and shrublands 

with low tree densities. Using vegetative treatments 

described in the previous sections of this chapter, this 

alternative would restore vegetation to become more 

consistent with natural disturbance regimes and with the 

landform, climate, and biological and physical characte-

ristics of the ecosystem. Management would emphasize 

moderate to large vegetation patch sizes and distribution 

to be more consistent with natural disturbance regimes 

and ecosystem characteristics. 

At the Field Office scale, the intent would be to main-

tain, protect, and restore habitat for priority wildlife 

species including but not limited to: deer, elk, prong-

horn, bighorn sheep, and sage grouse.  

Alternative B would maintain, improve, and restore 

habitats to support healthy, productive, and diverse wild-

life populations and communities of native plants and 

animals. Where consistent with habitat capabilities and 

national conservation direction, Alternative B would 

contribute to meeting state wildlife species management 

objectives for deer, elk, pronghorn, bighorn sheep, and 

special status species.  

One objective under Alternative B would be to minimize 

disturbance to big game and grizzly bears. There would 

be no net increase in permanent roads built in areas 

where open road densities are 1 mi/mi
2
 or less in big 

game winter and calving ranges, and within the current 

distribution of grizzly bear unless not possible due to 

right-of-ways, leases, or permits. All practicable meas-

ures would be taken to assure that important habitats 

with low road densities remain in that condition. This 

alternative would also manage to reduce open road den-

sities in big game winter and calving ranges, and within 

the current distribution of grizzly bear where they cur-

rently exceed 1 mi/mi
2
. 

At the Field Office scale, BLM would enhance and 

improve big game winter range by protecting and restor-

ing mountain mahogany stands where conifers have 

become established. Detrimental effects on mountain 

mahogany stands would be avoided with projects in big 

game winter range whenever possible. When detrimental 

effects are unavoidable, loss of mountain mahogany 

would be minimized. BLM would also proactively re-

store the distribution and vigor of bitterbrush stands 

through vegetative treatments designed to reduce com-

peting plants, create a variety of age classes, and create 

conditions conducive to bitterbrush natural regeneration. 

Alternative B would include an objective to manage for 

adequate numbers, species and sizes of snags and levels 

of downed wood to contribute to the needs of wildlife, 

invertebrates, fungi, bryophytes, saprophytes, lichens, 

other organisms, long-term soil productivity, nutrient 

cycling, carbon cycles and other ecosystem processes. 

To determine the "range of natural conditions" for snag 

densities, BLM would follow the "Northern Region 

Snag Management Protocol" (USDA-FS 2000a) until 

more current or site specific information becomes avail-

able. Prescribed fire, mechanical treatments, inoculation, 

or other appropriate methods would be used to create 

snags and down woody material, where deficient, in 

appropriate vegetation types across the landscape. 

Management for wildlife values associated with large 

amounts of down wood and snags would be emphasized 

less in WUI areas to allow for fuels reduction projects 

that would reduce the potential for extreme wildland 

fire. Fences identified as barriers to wildlife movement 
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would be considered for removal or reconstruction to 

follow BLM fence specifications for wildlife. 

Noise disturbance and management activities would be 

avoided or minimized within 0.5 miles of raptor nests 

during the nesting and brood rearing period.  

Unoccupied raptor nests (on cliffs, rocky outcrops or in 

trees) would be protected from removal or destruction 

for 5 years, or the period a known preferred prey species 

fluctuates from population highs to lows. Nests would 

not have to be retained if physically damaged past the 

point of repair by raptors. In forested habitat types, a 

0.25 mile buffer of suitable habitat around unoccupied 

nests would be maintained for 5 years. 

Bald eagle nesting and roosting habitats would be ac-

tively protected from loss due to fire, insect, or disease 

by reducing vegetation competition and encroachment in 

these habitats.  

Clearing of vegetation, except noxious weeds, would not 

be allowed within 250 feet of the entrance of caves and 

abandoned mines with populations of bats except when 

needed for public safety. Vegetation could be removed if 

necessary when installing bat gates, or when it becomes 

an obstruction to bat movement. 

For habitat enhancement, fire rehabilitation and other 

restoration projects, a variety of techniques would be 

considered to protect plantings and seedlings from wild-

life and domestic grazing including rest, fencing, net-

ting, and wildlife repellants. 

Alternative B would manage for diverse and well-

distributed aquatic habitats to increase and maintain 

habitat for native and locally important fish.  

Genetically pure and slightly hybridized (less than 20 

percent hybridization) westslope cutthroat trout popula-

tions would be managed by maintaining or restoring 

high-quality habitats and by expanding populations. 

Under Alternative B, the BLM would work with MFWP 

to remove brook trout and other non-native aquatic spe-

cies that out-compete or breed with westslope cutthroat 

trout through the use of electroshocking or other physi-

cal or chemical means. 

To prevent spread of non-native, invasive aquatic spe-

cies, BLM would post educational signage at all BLM 

boat ramps on waterborne invasive species.  

Alternative C 

Alternative C would actively restore fewer acres of 

habitat through vegetative treatments for native wildlife 

and special status species than Alternatives B or D. 

Management would emphasize protecting small to large 

vegetation patch sizes. 

Habitat for locally important wildlife species such as 

deer, elk, pronghorn, bighorn sheep, and sage grouse 

would be maintained or protected. Fewer acres of habitat 

for these species would be proactively restored with 

Alternative C then the other action alternatives. Alterna-

tive C would emphasize protecting habitats to support 

healthy productive and diverse wildlife populations, and, 

where consistent with habitat capabilities and national 

conservation direction, contribute to meeting state wild-

life species management objectives for deer, elk, prong-

horn and bighorn sheep and other priority species. 

Alternative C would restore fewer vegetation communi-

ties to become more consistent with natural disturbance 

regimes and with the landform, climate, and biological 

and physical characteristics of the ecosystem.  

Like Alternative B, Alternative C would include the 

objective to minimize disturbance to big game and grizz-

ly bears. There would be no net increase in permanent 

roads built in areas where open road densities are 1.5 

mi/mi
2
 or less in big game winter and calving ranges and 

within the current distribution of grizzly bear unless not 

possible due to rights-of-way, leases or permits. All 

practicable measures would be taken to assure that im-

portant habitats with low road densities remain in that 

condition. This alternative would also manage to reduce 

open road densities in big game winter and calving 

ranges and within the current distribution of grizzly bear 

where they currently exceed 0.5 mi/mi
2
. 

Natural processes and continued fire suppression would 

determine the structure and composition of mountain 

mahogany where conifers have become established. 

Mountain mahogany stands would be restored or en-

hanced opportunistically through other higher priority 

projects. Bitterbrush would be protected or restored 

opportunistically through other projects. 

Like Alternative B, Alternative C would include the 

objective of managing for adequate numbers, species, 

and sizes of snags and levels of down wood. To deter-

mine the "range of natural conditions" for snag densities, 

BLM would follow the "Northern Region Snag Man-

agement Protocol", January 2000, USDA Forest Service 

Northern Region, until more current or site specific 

information becomes available. Snags and down woody 

material would not be proactively created where defi-

cient on the landscape but would be created opportunis-

tically through other project work such as fuels reduc-

tion or ecosystem restoration. The focus would be snag 

and down wood protection instead of actively creating 

these features. 

Fences identified as barriers to wildlife movement would 

be removed or reconstructed to follow BLM fence speci-

fications for wildlife. Noise disturbance and manage-

ment activities would be avoided or minimized within 1 

mile of raptor nests during the nesting and brood rearing 

period.  

Unoccupied raptor nests (on cliffs, rocky outcrops or in 

trees) would be protected from removal or destruction 

for 7 years, or the period a known preferred prey species 

fluctuates from population highs to lows. Nests would 

not have to be retained if physically damaged past the 
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point of repair by raptors. In forested habitat types, a 0.5 

mile buffer of suitable habitat would be maintained 

around unoccupied nests for 7 years. 

As with Alternative B, bald eagle nesting and roosting 

habitats would be actively protected from loss due to 

fire, insect or disease by reducing vegetation competi-

tion and encroachment in these habitats. As with Alter-

native B, clearing of vegetation, except noxious weeds, 

would not be allowed within 250 feet of the entrance of 

caves and abandoned mines with populations of bats 

except when needed for public safety. Vegetation could 

be removed when installing bat gates or when it be-

comes an obstruction to bat movement. 

For habitat enhancement, fire rehabilitation and other 

restoration projects, plantings, and seedlings would be 

protected from the effects of wildlife and domestic graz-

ing using methods such as rest, fencing, netting, and 

wildlife repellants. 

All westslope cutthroat trout populations, regardless of 

hybridization, would be protected by maintaining high-

quality habitats and by expanding populations. 

BLM would work with MFWP to remove brook trout 

and other non-native aquatic species that out-compete or 

breed with westslope cutthroat trout through the use of 

electroshocking or other physical or chemical means. 

To prevent spread of non-native, invasive aquatic spe-

cies, BLM would post educational signage at all boat 

ramps on waterborne invasive species  

Alternative D 

Alternative D would protect and restore habitat for na-

tive wildlife and special status species. Alternative D 

would restore more vegetative acres than Alternatives A, 

B, or C. Management would emphasize vegetation patch 

size and distribution to be more consistent with natural 

disturbance regimes and ecosystem characteristics. 

Alternative D would have a focus on biological diversity 

by restoring vegetation cover types and structural stages 

that have declined substantially from the historical to the 

current time period. Vegetation would be restored to 

become more consistent with natural disturbance re-

gimes and with the landform, climate, and biological and 

physical characteristics of the ecosystem. Habitats would 

be maintained or improved to support healthy, produc-

tive, and diverse populations and communities of native 

plants and animals (including species of local impor-

tance). Where consistent with habitat capabilities and 

national conservation direction, Alternative D would 

contribute to meeting state wildlife species management 

objectives for deer, elk, pronghorn, bighorn sheep, and 

other priority species.  

Habitat for locally important wildlife species such as 

deer, elk, pronghorn, bighorn sheep, and sage grouse 

would be maintained, protected, and restored.  

As with Alternative B, Alternative D would include the 

objective of minimizing disturbance to grizzly bears by 

allowing no net increase in permanent open roads in 

areas where open road densities are 1 mi/mi
2
 or less 

within the current distribution of grizzly bear unless not 

possible due to rights-of-way, leases or permits. All 

practicable measures would be taken to assure that im-

portant habitats with low road densities remain in that 

condition. This alternative would also manage to reduce 

open road densities within the distribution of grizzly 

bear that currently exceed 1 mi/mi
2
. 

Alternative D would also include the objective to mi-

nimize disturbance to big game. No net increase in per-

manent open roads would be allowed in areas where 

open road densities are 0.5 mi/mi
2
 or less in big game 

winter and calving ranges unless not possible due to 

rights-of-way, leases or permits. All practicable meas-

ures would be taken to assure that important habitats 

with low road densities remain in that condition. Open 

road densities would be reduced in big game winter and 

calving ranges where they currently exceed 1.5 mi/mi
2
. 

BLM would enhance and improve big game winter 

range by protecting and restoring mountain mahogany 

stands where conifers have become established. BLM 

would proactively restore the distribution and vigor of 

bitterbrush stands through vegetative treatments de-

signed to reduce competing plants, to create a variety of 

age classes, and to create conditions conducive to bitter-

brush natural regeneration. 

In concert with the timber management program, a snag 

management program would be implemented to enhance 

habitat for cavity nesting birds. 

Fences identified as barriers to wildlife movement would 

be considered for removal or reconstruction on a case by 

case basis to follow BLM fence specifications for wild-

life. Noise disturbance and management activities would 

be avoided or minimized within 0.25 mile of raptor nests 

during the nesting and brood rearing period.  

Unoccupied raptor nests (on cliffs, rocky outcrops or in 

trees) would be protected from removal or destruction 

for 3 years, or the period a known preferred prey species 

fluctuates from population highs to lows. Nests would 

not have to be retained if physically damaged past the 

point of repair by raptors. In forested habitat types, a 

0.25 mile buffer of suitable habitat would be maintained 

around unoccupied nests for three years. 

Genetically pure and slightly hybridized (less than 10 

percent hybridization) westslope cutthroat trout popula-

tions would be protected by maintaining or restoring 

high-quality habitats and by expanding populations. 

To prevent spread of non-native, invasive aquatic spe-

cies, BLM would install boat wash stations at all major 

boating access sites. 
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TRAVEL MANAGEMENT AND 

ACCESS 

Travel management and access is addressed at two le-

vels. Proposed management is described at the Field 

Office level as part of the RMP decisions to be made. In 

addition, there are five Travel Planning Areas (TPAs) 

for which site-specific management by individual travel 

routes is proposed by alternative. Site-specific travel 

plan implementation decisions for each of these five 

areas will be made separately from the RMP level deci-

sions.  

The vision for travel management is to provide for a 

range of quality motorized and non-motorized opportun-

ities.  

Goal – Provide a balanced approach to travel manage-

ment that provides a sustained flow of local economic 

benefits, minimizes user conflicts, safety concerns, and 

resource impacts while taking into consideration the 

unique attributes and values of the various Travel  Plan-

ning Areas. 

FIELD OFFICE LEVEL  

Management Common to All 

Alternatives 

Regulations at 43CFR8340 through 43CFR8342.3 

would be applied in identifying area designations Field 

Office-wide and in identifying route-specific manage-

ment where activity plan level decisions would be made 

for specific travel routes.   

Travel management would be conducted in a manner 

that would meet, or move toward meeting, Land Health 

Standards.  

Areas within the Decision Area would be categorized as 

―Open‖, ―Closed‖, and ―Limited.‖ An ―Open‖ area is 

where all types of vehicle use are permitted at all times, 

anywhere in the area. A ―Closed‖ designation means all 

motorized use is prohibited.  

In accordance with the 2003 Statewide OHV ROD 

(USDI-BLM 2003c), under the ―Limited‖ designation, 

all cross-country motorized, wheeled travel (including 

big game retrieval) is prohibited unless otherwise ma-

naged. In the absence of other existing travel plan direc-

tion, all motorized wheeled travel is restricted to existing 

roads and trails. However, the ROD provides several 

exceptions to this rule (refer to ROD, pages 4-5). Exam-

ples include: 

1. Any military, fire, search and rescue, or law en-

forcement vehicle for emergency operations; 

2. Official BLM administrative business (prescribed 

fire, noxious weed control, range management, 

etc.); 

3. Other government agency business (surveying, 

animal damage control, etc.); 

4. Administration of a federal lease or permit (e.g., 

livestock permittee maintaining fence, delivering 

salt, etc.); and, 

5. For dispersed camping within 300 feet of an ex-

isting open road. Site selection must be completed 

by non-motorized means, and accessed by the 

most direct route causing the least damage. 

Comprehensive inventories of all existing routes would 

be used. 

Travel Planning Areas that has existing travel plans are:  

1. Elkhorn Mountains – ―limited‖ area designation – 

(with the exception of an approximately 631.88 

acre ―open‖ OHV use area near Radersburg); 

2. Clancy-Unionville – ―limited‖ area designation; 

3. Whitetail-Pipestone – ―limited‖ area designation 

–  (with the exception of an approximately 5 acre 

―open‖ motorized motorcycle hill climb area); 

and, 

4. Sleeping Giant – ―limited‖ area designation. 

Additional travel planning has been completed for sev-

eral smaller ―sub-planning‖ areas; Confederate Gulch, 

Sawlog Creek, the Great Divide Ski area, and Nez Perce 

Ridge Road. Several ―temporary area closures‖ are in 

effect as well, pending future travel planning. The tem-

porary area closures include the North Hills, Sawmill 

Gulch, Ward Ranch, the McMasters, Spokane Hills, and 

Iron Mask. Each of these areas is being brought forward 

under the Limited area designation. 

No site specific route management changes have been 

proposed for the Confederate Gulch, Great Divide Ski 

Area, Nez Perce Road, and Sawmill Gulch areas. How-

ever site specific route management changes have been 

proposed for the Sawlog Creek, North Hills, Ward 

Ranch, McMasters, and Spokane Hills. (See site specific 

activity travel plan alternatives).  

In accordance with the 2003 Statewide OHV ROD and 

plan amendment, nine additional areas, all with ―li-

mited‖ area designations have been identified that need 

site-specific travel planning. The nine proposed areas 

are:  

1. Helena (focus area – Scratchgravel Hills). High 

Priority; 

2. East Helena (focus area – North Hills). High 

Priority; 

3. Lewis and Clark Country Northwest (focus area – 

Marysville). High Priority; 

4. Boulder/Jefferson City. High Priority; 

5. Upper Big Hole River. High Priority; 

6. Missouri River Foothills. Moderate Priority; 
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7. Jefferson County Southeast. Moderate Priority; 

8. Broadwater County South. Moderate Priority; 

and, 

9. Park/Gallatin. Moderate Priority 

The five high priority areas are being addressed at the 

activity plan level concurrently with this RMP revision. 

Travel planning for high priority areas is supposed to be 

initiated within two years of the OHV ROD, and mod-

erate priority areas within five years of the OHV ROD. 

(Refer to the OHV ROD for complete details). 

Existing routes would be evaluated for adequacy, relev-

ance, and impacts to resources and resource uses. A 

range of travel management opportunities that provide a 

balanced approach among motorized, mechanized, and 

non-motorized use would be developed.  

BLM would use a range of route management options, 

including Open Yearlong, Open with Restrictions, 

Closed Yearlong, and Decommissioned (Table 2-6). 

 Open Yearlong - open year-round to public and ad-

ministrative uses. 

 Open with Restrictions - open to public and admin-

istrative uses with seasonal and/or vehicle type limi-

tations. 

 Closed Yearlong - closed to motorized public access 

and subject to administrative or permitted uses 

based on case-specific exceptions (such as for min-

ing claimants with existing claims accessed by ex-

isting routes). Routes identified as closed would 

have a route bed left intact in case they are needed 

for valid existing rights only, or in the extended fu-

ture for administrative purposes. Closed routes 

would be open to non-motorized use.  

 Decommissioned - route is closed and rehabilitated 

to eliminate resource impacts (for example, to elim-

inate erosion or to restore a riparian area if route is 

located within a riparian area) and is no longer use-

able for public or administrative uses.  

Opportunities would be sought to disperse or distribute 

users to help provide a quality recreational experience.  

Easement agreements would be pursued as needed to 

gain agency and public access to BLM lands.  

BLM would provide for interagency travel management 

consistency and route connectivity with adjoining public 

lands.  

Throughout the course of implementing the RMP, site-

specific route management decisions may need to be re-

evaluated and adjusted by BLM in order to accommo-

date interagency (Forest Service) connectivity. Proposed 

changes would be addressed on a case-by-case basis by 

an interdisciplinary team. 

Table 2-6 

Field Office Level Route Management Summary 

Route Management Category Alt. A miles Alt. B miles Alt. C miles Alt. D miles 

Administrative Access Only 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 

Open Yearlong 471.8 263.0 244.3 304.8 

Open/Restricted as Follows: 

Closed 2/14 to 4/16 0 3.3 0 0 

Closed 9/1 to 12/1 0 0 0 3.6 

Closed 10/2 to 5/15 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 

Closed 10/15 to 12/1 34.8 2.1 2.1 1.9 

Closed 10/15 to 5/15 12.1 19.1 7.1 13.0 

Closed 12/2 to 4/15 2.2 2.2 1.9 0 

Closed 12/2 to 5/15 100.8 117.9 109.0 144.3 

Closed 12/2 to 6/15 5.0 5.8 5.4 7.6 

Closed 12/2 to 7/15 0 0.8 0 0.9 

Closed 12/2 to 10/5 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.9 

Sub-Total Road Miles Open to Public 629.2 416.8 372.4 478.6 

Closed Yearlong 172.0 317.7 375.2 266.2 

Decommission 0 52.6 50.1 43.4 

Snowmobile Only 0 4.3 3.5 4.6 

Trails 14.5 14.5 14.5 14.5 

Game Retrieval Only 10.7 18.9 10.7 17.8 

Motorcycles Only 6.1 6.1 6.1 6.1 

ATV Only 18.8 18.8 18.8 21.0 

ATV Only Closed 10/15 to 12/1 0 1.5 0 0 

ATV Only Closed 12/2 to 4/1 4.3 4.3 4.3 4.3 

Totals 856.4 856.4 856.4 857.3 
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All Designated routes would be mapped and signed as 

Open, or Open with restrictions (seasonal use restriction, 

vehicle type use restriction, etc.), instead of taking the 

opposite approach and signing all closed routes as 

Closed. In other words, unless a route is specifically 

signed as Open (or Open with Restrictions), it is closed 

to motorized use, regardless of whether or not a route 

Closure sign is in place. This ―Closed unless signed as 

Open‖ approach places a higher level of burden on the 

user to be cognizant of where, when, and how they are 

allowed to travel on public lands. It also eliminates a 

common act of vandalism, removing route closure signs 

in order to establish de facto ―open‖ routes. Even so, 

BLM may still elect to use occasional route Closure 

signs as needed in areas experiencing compliance prob-

lems. Designated routes will be identified and signing 

using a combination of Portal signs, bulletin boards 

(posted travel plan maps), and designated route ―arrow‖ 

symbols.  

BLM would continue to participate with the Southwest 

Montana Interagency Travel Management Committee, 

maintaining map and sign consistency, and seasonal 

restrictions.  

BLM would continue to partner with the State Trails 

Program, seeking opportunities to improve existing as 

well as future trails and facilities. 

As roads and trails identified for decommissioning in 

site-specific travel plans are prioritized, site inventories 

would be conducted on cultural resources. To provide 

protection for known cultural resources and those yet to 

be discovered, sites would be evaluated to determine 

eligibility for National Register of Historic Places. In-

eligible heritage sites would be preserved in place if 

possible. If adverse effects threaten a site (on roads 

proposed for closure or open roads), one or more mitiga-

tion measures would be employed to lessen or avoid 

those effects.  

These may include:  

 Abandon the project.  

 Redesign the project to avoid adverse effect with 

protective measures such as signing, fencing, re-

route, or closure of road/trail.  

 Data recovery and analysis that could require tem-

porary closure of the area.  

 Avoidance by re-routing.  

BLM roads within the travel area would continue to be 

available for a multitude of motorized vehicle travel (2-

wheel, 4-wheel, motorcycles, all-terrain vehicles, and 

snowmobiles), provided safety concerns remain minim-

al. Should traffic volumes or user conflicts become pre-

valent and warrant restrictions, then priority would be 

given to vehicles legally registered to travel on public 

highways.  

In accordance with interagency trail width guidelines, all 

BLM Designated OHV trails, bridges, and cattleguards 

are designed to accommodate OHV vehicles 50 inches 

in width or less. Vehicles wider than 50 inches will be 

unable to navigate BLM trails; and by default, will be in 

violation of the off road travel rule. 

Variances to travel plan designations may be issued on a 

case-by-case basis to conduct essential agency adminis-

trative actions and site-specific approved uses such as 

casual use mineral exploration. (Refer to Appendix A 

for details) 

Wheeled motorized vehicle travel would be allowed for 

any military, fire, search and rescue, or law enforcement 

vehicle for emergency operations.  

Temporary routes could be constructed where needed 

and where other routes are not available under approved 

travel management plans. Construction of such routes 

would be to minimal standards, adhering to BMPs (Ap-

pendix E – BMPs). Temporary routes are not intended 

to be part of the permanent or designated transportation 

network system and must be reclaimed when their in-

tended purpose has been fulfilled. Complete reclamation 

of all temporary routes may not be desired or necessary 

in all situations. However, unless they are specifically 

intended for public use, they should not be made availa-

ble for that use. 

BLM would minimize establishing travel routes in areas 

identified at risk for noxious weed infestations.  

In areas with sensitive soils, BLM would minimize es-

tablishing new routes and would consider closure, re-

striction (season or type of use), mitigation (relocation, 

reconstruction, etc.), or administrative management of 

existing travel routes.  

Travel analysis would be conducted on those routes 

documented during the inventory period. User-made 

routes determined to have been created since the inven-

tory would not be brought forward for analysis and 

therefore are treated as if they are decommissioned. 

Short, site-specific sections of road/trail re-alignment, or 

reconstruction would continue to be implemented as 

needed to minimize resource damage and/or provide 

minor reroutes around private property.  

BLM manages a number of designated routes where 

public motorized access is contingent upon the govern-

ing consent of their adjoining landowner(s). In these 

situations, BLM will exercise a reciprocal ―All or None 

road use policy‖. This means that as long as the public is 

allowed access to these roads, no changes in travel man-

agement would occur. However, should the adjacent 

landowner refuse public access, then BLM would reci-

procate by closing its roads to their use as well. 
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Alternative A – No Action 

All existing travel plans, including the sub-Planning 

Areas, temporary area closures, and the interagency 

cooperative mapping effort (Southwest Montana Intera-

gency Visitor/Travel Map) would be brought forward 

and remain in effect. Travel management for the re-

mainder of the BFO would continue in accordance with 

the 2003 Statewide OHV ROD.  

The ROD did not address snowmobile use. Under Alter-

native A, all existing snowmobile management would 

remain in effect. Existing management varies, and in-

cludes: unrestricted area cross-country travel (conditions 

permitting), seasonally restricted area cross-country 

travel, travel on all wheeled designated routes (during 

the season of use, December 2 through May 15), and 

snowmobile use only routes.  

Area designations of ―Open‖, ―Closed‖, and ―Limited‖ 

under Alternative A are characterized in Table 2-7.  

Applications for competitive, as well as non-competitive 

organized motorized events would continue to be eva-

luated on a case by case basis, subject to NEPA analysis. 

Areas not available to competitive motorized events 

would include those along lands along the Jefferson, 

Missouri Rivers, the Beartooth Game Range, the Sleep-

ing Giant area, the Elkhorn Mountains, the Tos-

ton/Lombard area, Whitetail/Pipestone, Sheep Mountain, 

and all WSAs.  

Cattle guards/gates would be installed on newly con-

structed roads/trails as needed.  

Road and trail maintenance costs would be expected to 

continue at the same level. 

Management Common to Action 

Alternatives (B, C, and D) 

Area designations Field Office wide would be the same 

for Alternatives B, C, and D for wheeled vehicles but 

would vary by alternative for snowmobiles as depicted 

in Table 2-8. 

BLM would maintain current management of existing 

TPAs and area designations, with the following three 

exceptions, and one qualification. The exceptions are:   

1. The small, scattered open areas located within the 

Elkhorn Mountains would be converted from 

open to limited. Existing routes located within the 

converted areas would remain open to the public;  

2. A small (less than one acre) ―warm up‖ area lo-

cated in the Whitetail-Pipestone Travel Planning 

Area would be converted from open to limited; 

and,  

3. Approximately one half of the 632-acre Raders-

burg open OHV use area would be converted 

from open to limited. 

Regarding the qualification, the motorcycle hill climb 

located in the Whitetail-Pipestone Travel Planning Area 

would continue to be managed as open, unless resource 

problems warrant a change in designation at a later time. 

In addition, the recently acquired Iron Mask property has 

been proposed to be managed under the limited area 

designation. If approved, site-specific travel manage-

ment planning will need to be conducted subsequent to 

the limited area designation, and will require an amend-

ment to the Elkhorns Travel Plan. These acres are not 

reflected in Table 2-8 pending the RMP level decision 

and remaining pending land acquisition in this same 

area.  

Table 2-7 

Alternative A Field Office Wide Acres of Open, 

Closed and Limited Area Designations 

Designations Acres
1
 

Wheeled Vehicles 

Open 

Closed  

Limited  

Snowmobiles 

Open  

Closed  

Limited  

 

4,367 

31,500 

271,442 

 

143,206 

27,065 

137,038 

1
 Acres are approximate. 

Table 2-8 

All Action Alternatives (B, C, and D) 

Acres of Open, Closed and  

Limited Area Designations 

Designations Acres
1
 

Wheeled Vehicles   

(Alternative B, C, and D)  

Open 

Closed  

Limited  

283 

31,500 

275,526 

Snowmobiles  

Alternative B  

Open 

Closed 

Limited 

112,682 

54,706 

139,921 

Alternative C  

Open  

Closed 

Limited 

26,148 

65,270 

215,891 

Alternative D  

Open 

Closed 

Limited 

139,138 

31,282 

136,889 

1
 Acres are approximate.  
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In the context of route-specific travel planning within 

individual TPAs, BLM’s objective would be to use a 

systematic process that considers the unique resource 

issues and social environments of each TPA. Specific 

attributes analyzed would be based on written criteria 

developed from public and interdisciplinary team input. 

Areas or sub-areas not analyzed for route-specific man-

agement during the course of the RMP revision (due to 

complexity, controversy, lack of data, or time con-

straints) would be initiated within five years. Pending 

their completion, the BLM would, to the extent possible, 

provide preliminary maps and interim travel manage-

ment guidelines.  

Where private landowners have demonstrated willing-

ness to provide public access across their lands, BLM 

has shown public access from BLM lands across such 

private lands in travel plans. Exceptions include routes 

that BLM has proposed as closed, or are known to be 

posted or otherwise closed to the public by private prop-

erty owners. The public must realize that BLM has no 

control over private roads traveling through private land, 

and that access across private land is subject to change. 

A full range of management options would be used for 

limited designations. Site-specific route management 

options include:  travel limited to designated routes, 

types or modes of travel such as foot, equestrian, bi-

cycle, motorized; limited to time or season of use; li-

mited to certain types of vehicles (motorcycles, all-

terrain vehicles, high clearance, full-size street-legal, 

etc.); limited to permitted vehicles or users, limited to 

BLM administrative use only, and other types of limita-

tions as needed. Some pre-existing routes would be 

closed or decommissioned based on route-by-route tra-

vel planning evaluations. Some decommissioned routes 

would be closed and rehabilitated to blend with the natu-

ral surroundings, while others would be permanently 

closed using earthen berms, fallen trees, or other tech-

niques. All techniques used to decommission roads 

would eliminate resource impacts.  

BLM would cooperate with the MFWP, adjusting sea-

sonal travel restrictions in accordance with big game 

hunting season extensions.  

Roads and trails closed yearlong that are not needed for 

specific authorized uses (fire prevention/suppression, 

mining claims, access to private lands, non-motorized 

travel, etc.) would be rehabilitated to blend into the 

surrounding area. Roads subject to special uses under 

authorized exceptions would be stabilized to prevent 

unnecessary and undue soil erosion and water quality 

degradation. A priority list for work would be developed 

after each travel plan is completed.  

Travel route densities would conform to the manage-

ment prescriptions in the wildlife section in the RMP.  

Loop-road connections would be established, where 

appropriate, to enhance public access and enjoyment.  

The BLM would emphasize management of the trans-

portation system to reduce impacts to natural resources 

from authorized roads and trails. The BLM would also 

stress closing and restoring unauthorized user created 

roads and trails to prevent resource damage. Ecological-

ly sensitive areas within 300 feet of roads and trails 

could be closed to dispersed camping if resource damage 

is found to be occurring in these areas. 

Snowmobile use would be subject to restrictions out-

lined in specific travel plans. It is the rider’s responsi-

bility to avoid locations where wind or topographic 

conditions may have reduced snow depth and created 

situations where damage to vegetation or soils could 

occur, or where vegetation is taller than the protective 

snow cover. Ecologically sensitive areas could be closed 

to snowmobiling if resource damage caused or exacer-

bated by snowmobile activity is found to be occurring in 

these areas. 

Alternative B – Preferred Alternative 

Opportunities for motorized access across the Planning 

Area (Table 2-8) would be less than with Alternatives A 

and D, but greater than with Alternative C.  

Organized competitive and non-competitive motorized 

events would be considered and evaluated on a case-by-

case basis for the Pipestone area only (existing manage-

ment). Non-competitive motorized events would not be 

allowed outside Pipestone. However, competitive moto-

rized events (timed/speed based) proposed on BLM 

lands outside Pipestone would be considered, but only if 

held in conjunction with use of adjacent lands (public or 

private).  

With some exceptions (see site specific travel plan alter-

natives), cross-country snowmobile use would be al-

lowed, as well as travel on all existing routes during the 

season of use (December 2 – May 15), snow conditions 

permitting. 

BLM would actively seek agency and public easement 

agreements in order to maintain current access for popu-

larly traveled routes, and seek additional site-specific 

opportunities as needed.  

BLM would replace barbed wire gates (and similar clo-

sures) with cattle guards and/or easily operated metal 

gates wherever problems are known to occur.  

The southern portion of Spokane Hills (East Helena 

TPA) would be available for motorized access by ―hunt-

ers with a disability‖. See the Alternative B description 

for the East Helena TPA for details.  

Alternative C 

A lower level of motorized access would be provided as 

Alternative B, with more yearlong closures than any 

other alternative (Table 2-8).  

Competitive and organized motorized events would not 

be allowed.  
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Unless otherwise managed, snowmobile use would be 

restricted to designated routes only (open or 

open/restricted), during the season of use (12/2 to 5/15), 

snow conditions permitting.  

BLM would seek public access easements as needed for 

new road or trail construction. 

Cattle guards/gates would be installed on newly con-

structed roads/trails as needed.  

With the exception of site specific road/trail realignment 

or reconstruction to minimize resource damage, no new 

road or trail construction is anticipated.  

Alternative D 

Opportunities for motorized access Field Office-wide 

would be less than for Alternative A, but more than for 

Alternatives B and C (Table 2-8).  

Management for organized motorized events (competi-

tive and non-competitive) would be the same as for 

Alternative B.  

With some exceptions (see site-specific travel plan alter-

natives), cross-country snowmobile use would be al-

lowed, as well as travel on all existing routes during the 

season of use (12/2 to 5/15), snow conditions permitting. 

BLM would seek agency and public access easements 

for all locations where BLM routes are accessed either 

from, or cross private property.  

BLM would replace barbed wire gates (and similar clo-

sures) with cattle guards and/or easily operated metal 

gates wherever they currently exist.  

Increased levels of reconstruction and new construction 

would be necessary to restore deteriorated routes and 

provide additional loop routes.  

ACTIVITY LEVEL PLANNING FOR FIVE 

HIGH PRIORITY TRAVEL PLANNING 

AREAS  

Nested within the Field Office-wide alternatives for 

travel planning, there are five TPAs for which site-

specific travel plan alternatives have been developed. 

These areas include: Helena, East Helena, Lewis and 

Clark County NW, Boulder/Jefferson City, and Upper 

Big Hole River. The following discussion describes 

these site-specific travel plan alternatives by RMP alter-

native.  

With this document there are two different map formats 

for site-specific travel plan alternatives. Hard copy 

Maps 6 through 25 in the map packet show one travel 

plan alternative for one Travel Planning Area per map. 

Due to size and scale limitations however, the hard copy 

maps do not include route numbers or snowmobile man-

agement because they would be too small to read.  

Readers interested in viewing or commenting on num-

bered routes or snowmobile management will need to 

refer to the electronic maps on the enclosed compact 

disk, using the enclosed Adobe Reader software. These 

maps are located in the “Travel Plan Maps” folder on 

the disk. In addition to individual route numbers, the 

electronic maps display geographical locations (road 

names, towns, streams, mountains, etc.) that will help 

orient the reader to the Travel Planning Area. The 

Adobe Reader software allows the reader to search for 

specific route numbers, “pan” the map, and zoom in on 

selected features as needed. For both the Helena and 

Boulder/Jefferson City Travel Planning Areas, each 

alternative for each of these areas is represented by one 

electronic map. However, due to the size of the other 

Travel Planning Areas and scattered distribution of 

BLM lands there, the remaining Travel Planning Areas 

are subdivided into sub-areas with one electronic map 

for each alternative for each sub-area. The East Helena 

Travel Planning Area is subdivided into four sub-areas. 

The Upper Big Hole River Travel Planning Area is sub-

divided into three sub-areas, while the Lewis and Clark 

County NW Travel Planning Area is subdivided into two 

sub-areas.  

The electronic maps are not numbered, but are instead 

titled by Travel Planning Area name, sub-area name if 

needed, and alternative. For example, the title of the 

electronic map for Alternative B of the Ward Ranch sub-

area of the East Helena Travel Planning Area is “East 

Helena Ward Ranch Alt B.PDF”. Names of sub-areas 

are provided in site-specific descriptions of travel plan 

alternatives below.  

General Overview of Alternative A for 

Site-Specific Plans 

Any existing travel planning for the five TPAs would be 

brought forward. Existing planning includes ―sub-

planning‖ for the Big Hole (Southwest Interagency 

mapping effort), Sawlog Creek, Great Divide Ski area, 

and Nez Perce Ridge Road areas. Several ―temporary 

area closures‖ are in effect as well, including the North 

Hills, Sawmill Gulch, Ward Ranch, the McMasters, and 

Spokane Hills.  

Additional travel management would continue in accor-

dance with the 2003 Statewide OHV ROD (refer to 

―Field Office Level Alternative A‖ for details). Under 

the ROD, in the absence of other existing travel plan 

direction, all motorized wheeled travel is restricted to 

existing roads and trails. An exception allows for moto-

rized wheeled cross-country travel during any military, 

fire, search and rescue, or law enforcement emergency. 

The ROD did not address snowmobile use. Under Alter-

native A, existing snowmobile management would re-

main in effect. Under the existing management, cross 

country area use is allowed as well as travel on all exist-

ing routes during the season of use (12/2-5/15), snow 

conditions permitting.  
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Travel management costs (implementation, routine 

maintenance, and monitoring) would remain the same.  

Working Group Proposal Development 

In an effort to help BLM develop site-specific travel 

management alternatives agreeable to the public as well 

as the agency, community based collaborative working 

groups were initiated. Two working groups representing 

a wide, ―balanced‖ range of public land users were re-

cruited and managed under the direct supervision and 

guidance of the Lewis and Clark County Board of 

Commissioners. One of the groups was assigned to assist 

with travel planning for the Helena (Scratchgravel Hills) 

and East Helena (North Hills) TPAs, and the other for 

the Lewis and Clark County NW (Marysville) TPA. 

Membership criteria included: Montana residency, fami-

liarity with the Travel Planning Area(s), and a willing-

ness to work collaboratively with people of differing 

viewpoints. Members were selected from three different 

interest categories (in accordance with the Western 

Montana Resource Advisory Council criteria) in order to 

provide for balanced representation.  

Refer to Appendix A – Travel Planning for further 

details on membership selection, and working group 

process. Each group held a series of five or six meetings. 

The meetings were attended by BLM representatives 

available to answer questions, provide information and 

feedback from the BLM’s interdisciplinary team, and 

provide written materials and maps as needed. Group 

recommendations for route-specific management were 

based on consensus. In the end, the working groups 

arrived at complete consensus for the Marysville (subset 

of Lewis and Clark County NW TPA) and North Hills 

(subset of East Helena TPA) areas, but only partial con-

sensus for the Scratchgravel Hills (subset of Helena 

TPA) area. BLM incorporated working group recom-

mendations into Alternative B for the three TPAs.  

Helena Travel Planning Area 

Maps 6 through 9 are the hard copy maps for the Hele-

na TPA alternatives. Electronic maps by alternative 

showing route numbers are located in the Travel Plan-

ning Maps folder on the enclosed disk.  

Alternative A – No Action 

Other than the 2003 Statewide OHV ROD, there is no 

existing travel plan management for the Helena Travel 

Planning Area. Under the ROD, all existing routes 

would continue to be open yearlong to wheeled moto-

rized travel (Map 6). The ROD did not address snow-

mobile use; area wide cross-country snowmobile use 

would continue to be allowed as well as travel on all 

existing routes during the season of use (December 2-

May 15), snow conditions permitting. Alternative A 

would provide the greatest amount of open roads in the 

Helena TPA (Table 2-9). 

Alternative B – Preferred Alternative 

Travel planning for the Helena TPA focused on the 

Scratchgravel Hills area. BLM received numerous ver-

bal, as well as written comments during two public scop-

ing meetings for the Scratchgravel Hills area. Many of 

the comments concerned conflicts between motorized 

and non-motorized use. Due to the high degree of user 

conflicts and illegal activity taking place, the BLM has 

modified the Preferred Alternative for the Scratchgravel 

Table 2-9 

Helena Travel Planning Area Miles of Road By Proposed Management Category For All Alternatives 

 Alt. A Alt. B Alt. C Alt. D 

Area available for wheeled, motorized use (in Acres) 

Open 

Closed 

Limited 

 

0 

0 

10,164 

 

0 

0 

10,164 

 

0 

0 

10,164 

 

0 

0 

10,164 

Miles of wheeled motorized route:    

Open Yearlong 

Seasonally Restricted 

Closed 

Decommissioned 

 

52.2 

0 

0 

0 

 

9.8 

0 

36.0 

6.5 

 

7.0 

0 

40.7 

4.6 

 

21.9 

0 

27.7 

3.1 

Area availability for snowmobile use (in Acres) 

Open 

Closed 

Limited 

 

10,164 

0 

0 

 

10,164 

0 

0 

 

0 

0 

10,164 

 

10,164 

0 

0 

Miles of motorized routes available to snowmobile travel  52.2 52.2 7 52.2 

Miles of motorized routes available for snowmobile travel only 0 0 0 0 

Miles of routes available for big game retrieval 0 0 0 0 

Miles of routes available for disabled hunter access 0 0 0 0 

Miles of non-motorized trails available 0 38.6 45.3 30.8 
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Hills area so that all interior roads in the Scratchgravel 

Hills would be closed to public wheeled motorized tra-

vel yearlong at the five proposed trailheads, with the 

exception of a few perimeter right-of-way routes and 

routes to private residences (Table 2-9, Map 7). The 

BLM believes that the revised Preferred Alternative 

would reduce problems with dumping and illegal activi-

ties after dark, and would be more manageable and en-

forceable than the nighttime closure previously consi-

dered for this area in the Draft RMP/EIS.  

Cross-country snowmobile use would be allowed, as 

well as travel on all existing routes during the season of 

use (December 2 – May 15), snow conditions permit-

ting. 

Alternative C 

Motorized access to the Scratchgravel Hills area would 

be restricted to the five existing trailheads (Table 2-9, 

Map 8). No motorized use would be allowed beyond the 

trailheads. No snowmobile use would be allowed, in-

cluding the trailhead access routes.  

Alternative D 

Approximately 41 percent of the existing routes would 

be available for motorized access.  

The majority of the designated routes would be located 

in the Scratchgravel Hills area. Several new connector 

routes would need to be constructed; and several exist-

ing routes would require reconstruction (Table 2-9, 

Map 9).  

Cross-country snowmobile use would be allowed, as 

well as travel on all existing routes during the season of 

use (12/2 – 5/15), snow conditions permitting. 

East Helena TPA  

Maps 10 through 13 are the hard copy maps for the 

entire East Helena TPA alternatives. Electronic maps 

showing route numbers are located in the Travel Plan-

ning Maps folder on the enclosed compact disk. There 

are four sub-areas for the East Helena TPA represented 

on electronic maps titled by alternative as: East Helena 

North Hills, East Helena Spokane Hills, East Helena 

Townsend, and East Helena Ward Ranch.  

Alternative A – No Action 

Under Alternative A, with the exception of existing 

travel plan management, all existing routes would con-

tinue to be open yearlong to wheeled motorized travel as 

directed by the OHV ROD (Table 2-10, Map 10). Exist-

ing travel planning includes ―temporary area closures‖ 

for the North Hills and the recent Ward Ranch, McMas-

ters, and Spokane Hills acquisitions. The North Hills 

temporary area closure (interagency block hunting man-

agement area) restricts motorized access during the big 

game hunting season. The Ward Ranch, McMasters, and 

Spokane Hills temporary area closures restrict motorized 

access to several temporary trailheads, beyond which no 

motorized travel is allowed.  

The ROD did not address snowmobile use. With the 

exception of the Ward Ranch, McMasters, and Spokane 

Table 2-10 

East Helena Travel Planning Area Miles of Road by Proposed Management Category for All Alternatives 

 Alt. A Alt. B Alt. C Alt. D 

Area available for wheeled, motorized use (in acres) 

Open 

Closed 

Limited 

 

0 

0 

20,266 

 

0 

0 

20,266 

 

0 

0 

20,266 

 

0 

0 

20,266 

Miles of wheeled motorized route:    

Open Yearlong 

Seasonally Restricted -  

Closed 10/15 to 12/1 

Closed 9/1 to 12/1 

Closed 2/14 to 4/16 

Closed 

Decommissioned 

 

36.6 

 

7.7 

0 

0 

26.4 

0 

 

13.7 

 

0 

0 

3.3 

41.9 

4.7 

 

12.0 

 

0 

0 

0 

54.6 

4.0 

 

36.0 

 

0 

1.95 

0 

29.7 

3.1 

Area availability for snowmobile use (in acres) 

Open 

Closed 

Limited 

 

15,066 

1,588 

3,612 

 

6,362 

13,904 

0 

 

0 

0 

20,266 

 

14,461 

5,805 

0 

Miles of motorized routes available to snowmobile travel  

(in ―Limited‖ areas during season of use, 12/2 to 5/15) 
44.3 21.50 12 47.5 

Miles of motorized routes available for snowmobile travel only 0 0 0 0 

Miles of routes available for big game retrieval 0 7.0 0 0 

Miles of routes available for disabled hunter access 0 7.0 0 0 

Miles of non-motorized trails available
1
 26.4 47.1 59.1 32.6 

1 includes all existing trails, as well as closed and decommissioned roads. 
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Hills temporary closures, the East Helena TPA would 

remain available to cross-country area snowmobile use, 

as well as travel on all existing routes during the season 

of use (December 2 – May 15), snow conditions permit-

ting. 

Alternative B – Preferred Alternative  

The Alternative B proposal represents a combined 

(merged) effort between the BLM and the community 

based collaborative working group for the North Hills 

sub-area. (Table 2-10, Map 11). Motorized opportuni-

ties would decrease compared to Alternatives A and D. 

Route 516 would be open yearlong, providing primary 

access to a non-motorized trailhead at the junction with 

Route 517. The remaining road network would be sea-

sonally restricted from February 14 to April 16 to pre-

vent soil erosion. An additional non-motorized trailhead 

would be established at the end of Route 50108. The 

existing interagency block management hunting area 

would continue to be managed as in Alternative A. (See 

electronic map East Helena North Hills Alt B.PDF) 

With a few minor changes, the Alternative B proposal 

for the Ward Ranch, McMasters, and Spokane Hills 

areas would continue in accordance with the existing 

temporary area closures.  

Minor changes for the Ward Ranch area include: Routes 

050134 and 050137 would be open yearlong to the pub-

lic up to the private property boundaries.  

The Ward Ranch Trailhead would be brought forward as 

managed under Alternative A;  with no motorized use 

allowed beyond the current trailhead location. For the 

McMasters area, motorized access would continue to be 

restricted to three established, non-motorized trailheads, 

per the existing temporary closure. Motorized access for 

the area located on the west side of Prickly Pear Creek 

(south of Black Sandy) would be restricted to several, 

primary residential access routes and two recreation use 

access routes (EH025, EH034). Motorized access to the 

―Big Bend‖ area (located northwest of Devils Elbow) 

would be restricted to route EH037. A non-motorized 

trailhead would be constructed on the ridge top, near the 

end of EH 037. (See electronic map East Helena Ward 

Ranch Alt B.PDF) 

With the exception of two changes, management for the 

Spokane Hills area would continue in accordance with 

the temporary area closure. Under the existing tempo-

rary closure, motorized access is restricted to a non-

motorized trailhead at the end of route EH087A. The 

two changes are as follows:  

 The southern portion of Spokane Hills would be 

available for motorized access during the big game 

hunting season for persons with disabilities. During 

a two week period, a limited number of hunters pos-

sessing a valid Montana State Disabled Conserva-

tion License or Permit to Hunt from a Vehicle may 

be allowed to access the southern Spokane Hills 

area using identified routes. This access program 

would be managed through a permit system. The 

permit requirements or restrictions would be coor-

dinated with the Montana Department of Fish, 

Wildlife and Parks to ensure hunter safety and a 

quality hunting experience.  

 Outside the special hunt period, the general public 

would be allowed to use these same identified 

routes for game retrieval as identified in the East 

Helena Spokane Hills Travel Management Plan. 

One route would be available for public access in 

the Townsend sub-area.  

Snowmobile management under Alternative B would be 

as follows: cross-country travel would be allowed, as 

well as travel on all existing routes (during the season of 

use 12/2 – 5/15, snow conditions permitting), for the 

North Hills, Dana’s Bar, and the area located to the west 

of Prickly Pear Creek (refer to map). The remaining 

areas (e.g., McMaster Hills, Ward Ranch, and Spokane 

Hills, etc.) would be closed to all cross-country travel, 

including travel on existing roads and trails.  

Alternative C 

Alternative C would provide the least amount of moto-

rized access (Table 2-10, Map 12). 

Routes 0516A and 0516 would provide yearlong access 

to the North Hills. No other motorized routes would be 

available in that sub-area. (See electronic map East 

Helena North Hills Alt C.PDF) 

Motorized access for the Ward Ranch area would be the 

same as for Alternative B, except Route 050133A would 

remain closed at its current location, regardless if the 

Ward Ranch is vacated in the future. Visitors would park 

at the current motorized closure area, and walk approx-

imately 0.25 mile to visit the ranch complex. (See elec-

tronic map East Helena Ward Ranch Alt C.PDF)  

As in Alternative B, motorized access for the McMasters 

area would continue to be restricted to three established, 

non-motorized trailheads, per the existing temporary 

closure. There would be no motorized access to the ―Big 

Bend‖ area. Motorized access for the area located on the 

west side of Prickly Pear Creek (south of Black Sandy) 

would be restricted to the primary residential access 

routes.  

Access to the Spokane Hills area would be in accordance 

with the existing temporary area closure, where, moto-

rized access is restricted to a non-motorized trailhead 

established at the end of route EH087A. (See electronic 

map East Helena Spokane Hills Alt C.PDF) As in 

Alternative B, the Townsend sub-area has one route 

available for public access.  

Under Alternative C, snowmobile use would be re-

stricted to designated routes during the season of use 

(12/2 – 5/15), snow conditions permitting.  
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Alternative D 

Alternative D provides the highest level of motorized 

access for the North Hills area of the action alternatives, 

and includes several designated routes not found under 

Alternative B (Table 2-10, Map 13). All of the desig-

nated routes would be open yearlong. A number of addi-

tional designated routes would be available yearlong, as 

well as one seasonally restricted route. (See routes 

EH502, EH050133A, EH057, and EH047). (See elec-

tronic map East Helena North Hills Alt D.PDF)  

Motorized access for the McMasters area would increase 

as well. Under Alternatives A, B, and C, motorized 

access would be restricted to three established, non-

motorized trailheads, however, under Alternative D, a 

yearlong motorized loop route would be available, ac-

cessed from the existing northeast area trailhead. (See 

routes EH065, EH068A/B, EH068, and EH070 for de-

tails). (See electronic map East Helena Ward Ranch 

Alt D.PDF) Motorized access for the area located on the 

west side of Prickly Pear Creek (south of Black Sandy) 

would be the same as for Alternative B, with one excep-

tion. Under Alternative D, route EH036 (located at the 

tip of Dana’s Bar) would be open yearlong. (See elec-

tronic map East Helena Ward Ranch Alt D.PDF) 

Alternative D would provide two designated access 

routes for the “Big Bend” area. (See routes EH037 and 

EH041). (See electronic map East Helena Ward Ranch 

Alt D.PDF)  

Alternative D would provide changes for the Spokane 

Hills area. Under Alternative D, routes EH 84, 85, 86, 

and 87 would be open yearlong. The existing trailhead 

would be relocated to a level bench top area near the end 

of route EH 084. (See electronic map East Helena Spo-

kane Hills Alt D.PDF)  

Alternative D would provide two additional, yearlong 

motorized routes for the Townsend sub-area (see routes 

EH095 and 96). (See electronic map East Helena 

Townsend Alt D.PDF) 

Snowmobile management under Alternative D would be 

as follows: Cross-country travel would be allowed, as 

well as travel on all existing routes (during the season of 

use, 12/2 – 5/15, snow conditions permitting) for the 

North Hills, Dana’s Bar, the area located to the west of 

Prickly Pear Creek, McMasters Hills, Spokane Hills, and 

Townsend area (refer to East Helena PDF maps). The 

Ward Ranch and the Big Bend areas would be closed to 

all cross-country snowmobile use as well as travel on 

designated routes. 

Lewis and Clark County NW TPA 

Maps 14 through 17 are the hard copy maps for the 

entire Lewis and Clark County NW TPA alternatives. 

Electronic maps showing route numbers are located in 

the Travel Planning Maps folder on the enclosed com-

pact disk. There are two sub-areas for the Lewis and 

Clark County NW TPA represented on electronic maps 

titled by alternative as: Lewis and Clark Lincoln, and 

Lewis and Clark Marysville.  

Alternative A – No Action 

With the exception of existing travel management for 

the Great Divide Ski (lease) Area, all existing routes 

would be open yearlong to wheeled motorized travel as 

directed by the OHV ROD (Table 2-11, Map 14). Un-

der current management, with the exception of one or 

two designated routes, routes located within the Great 

Divide Ski area would continue to be closed to wheeled 

vehicles as well as snowmobiles to prevent damage to 

the ski slopes and prevent conflicts with skiers. The 

ROD did not address snowmobile use, therefore, outside 

the Great Divide Ski Area, cross-country snowmobile 

use would continue to be allowed as well as travel on all 

existing routes during the season of use (12/2 – 5/15), 

snow conditions permitting.  

Alternative B – Preferred Alternative 

The Marysville sub-area represents a combined effort 

between the BLM and the community-based collabora-

tive working group. Under Alternative B, with the ex-

ception of a portion of the northwest corner of the Ma-

rysville area, all major motorized access routes would 

remain available to the public (Table 2-11, Map 15). 

The routes within the upper northwest portion would be 

closed to help provide big game security and protection 

for threatened and endangered species (grizzly bear, 

Canada lynx). Cross-country snowmobile travel would 

be allowed throughout the entire travel planning area, 

with two exceptions, within the Great Divide Ski area 

(existing management), and the area identified in the 

northwest portion of the TPA. Snowmobile use in these 

areas would be restricted to designated routes only dur-

ing the season of use (12/2 – 5/15), snow conditions 

permitting.  

The majority of routes in the Sieben Ranch area would 

remain available for public access, while most of the 

routes located in the Stemple Pass and Lincoln areas 

would be closed due to lack of public access and 

resource impact issues.  

Alternative C 

There would be no motorized access allowed in the 

northwest portion of the Marysville area (Table 2-11, 

Map 16).  

This alternative provides the least amount of motorized 

access throughout the TPA of all the alternatives. 

Snowmobile use would be restricted to designated routes 

(no cross country use allowed) during the season of use 

(12/2 – 5/15), snow conditions permitted. With the ex-

ception of one change for the Sieben Ranch area, moto-

rized access for the Sieben Ranch, Stemple Pass, and 

Lincoln areas would be the same as Alternative B. 
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Alternative D 

This alternative provides the greatest amount of moto-

rized access in this area than any of the other alterna-

tives. Under Alternative D, several additional routes 

would be available for motorized access in the Marys-

ville area (Table 2-11, Map 17). Examples include a 

yearlong ATV Only route and a game retrieval route 

(see routes 63, 65, and 050109 on electronic Lewis and 

Clark Marysville Alt D.PDF map). There would be an 

additional 2.2 miles of ATV Only route available in this 

alternative than the other alternatives. Cross-country 

snowmobile travel would be allowed throughout the 

entire travel planning area, with two exceptions:  within 

the Great Divide Ski Area and within the area identified 

in the northwest portion of the TPA. Snowmobile use in 

these areas would be restricted to designated routes only 

during the season of use (12/2 to 5/15), snow conditions 

permitting.  

Several additional open yearlong routes would be avail-

able for the Stemple Pass and Lincoln areas. 

Boulder/Jefferson City Travel Planning 

Area 

Maps 18 through 21 are the hard copy maps for the 

Boulder/Jefferson City TPA. Electronic maps for the 

entire TPA showing route numbers are located in the 

Travel Planning Maps folder on the enclosed CD.  

Alternative A – No Action 

Other than the OHV ROD, there is no existing travel 

management for the Boulder/Jefferson City Travel Plan-

ning Area. Under the ROD, all existing routes would 

continue to be open yearlong to wheeled motorized 

travel (Table 2-12, Map 18, electronic map Boulder 

Jefferson City Alt A.PDF). The ROD did not address 

snowmobile use; area wide cross-country snowmobile 

use would continue to be allowed as well travel on all 

existing routes (December 2 – May 15), snow conditions 

permitting. 

Alternative B – Preferred Alternative 

Under Alternative B, most major motorized access 

routes would remain available to the public. (Table 

2-12, Map 19, electronic map Boulder Jefferson City 

Alt B.PDF), though fewer routes would be open than in 

Alternative A. Area wide cross-country snowmobile use 

would continue to be allowed, and travel on all existing 

routes during the season of use (12/2 – 5/15), snow con-

ditions permitting.  

Alternative C 

Alternative C provides slightly fewer motorized access 

opportunities than Alternative B (Table 2-12, Map 20, 

electronic map Boulder Jefferson City Alt C.PDF). 

The main difference would be for the southwest corner 

of the Travel Planning Area, where a number of routes 

are proposed for closure to enhance non-motorized 

recreation opportunities (see routes 5115, 510122, 

510123A, and BJ040). Snowmobile use would be re-

Table 2-11 

Lewis & Clark County NW Travel Planning Area Miles of Road  

By Proposed Management Category For All Alternatives 

 Alt. A Alt. B Alt. C Alt. D 

Area available for wheeled, motorized use (in Acres) 

Open 

Closed 

Limited 

 

0 

0 

16,997 

 

0 

0 

16,997 

 

0 

0 

16,997 

 

0 

0 

16,997 

Miles of wheeled motorized route:    

Open Yearlong 

Seasonally Restricted (Closed 12/2 to 5/15) 

Closed 

Decommissioned 

 

57.5 

6.7 

3.4 

0 

 

13.8 

14.3 

26.8 

10.9 

 

8.0 

11.7 

41.6 

5.2 

 

19.6 

14.5 

20.3 

8.8 

Area availability for snowmobile use (in Acres) 

Open 

Closed 

Limited 

 

16,112 

888 

0 

 

12,649 

888 

3,463 

 

0 

888 

16,112 

 

12,649 

888 

3,463 

Miles of motorized routes available to snowmobile travel  56.5 49 8 49 

Miles of motorized routes available for snowmobile travel only 0 1.8 1.1 2.0 

Miles of routes available for big game retrieval 0 0 0 0.5 

Miles of routes available for disabled hunter access 0 0 0 0 

Miles of non-motorized trails available
1
 5.3 37.7 46.7 29.1 

1  includes all existing trails, as well as closed and decommissioned roads 
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stricted to designated routes during the season of use 

(December 2 – May 15), snow conditions permitting.  

Alternative D 

Alternative D provides for the highest level of motorized 

access for the Boulder/Jefferson City TPA of the action 

alternatives, approximately 33 percent more routes than 

Alternative B (Table 2-12, Map 21, electronic map 

Boulder Jefferson City Alt D.PDF). Area wide cross-

country snowmobile use would continue to be allowed, 

and travel on all existing routes during the season of use 

(12/2 – 5/15), snow conditions permitting. 

Upper Big Hole River Travel Planning 

Area 

Maps 22 through 25 are the hard copy maps showing 

the entire Upper Big Hole River TPA by alternative. 

Electronic maps showing route numbers are located in 

the Travel Planning Maps folder on the enclosed com-

pact disk. There are three sub-areas for the Upper Big 

Hole River TPA represented on electronic maps titled by 

alternative as:  Upper Big Hole Fishtrap, Upper Big 

Hole Humbug Spires, and Upper Big Hole Jimmie New.  

Alternative A – No Action 

Existing management for the Upper Big Hole TPA in-

cludes the 1996 revised Southwest Montana Interagency 

Visitor/Travel Map agreement and the 2003 Statewide 

OHV ROD. The Visitor/Travel Map agreement is a 

coordinated interagency mapping effort, not a travel 

planning document per se. The map depicts area wide 

management as well as site-specific route management 

for wheeled vehicles as well as snowmobile use (see 

map). Under Alternative A, the Southwest Travel Plan 

continues to remain in effect with the exception of sev-

eral areas, originally designated in 1993 as open to 

wheeled cross-country (off road) travel. In accordance 

with the ROD, these open designated areas have been 

converted to Limited. All existing routes located within 

these limited areas would continue to be managed as 

open yearlong to wheeled vehicles. Snowmobiles use 

within these same Limited areas would continue to be 

managed as open to area wide cross-country use as well 

as use on all existing routes during the season of use 

(12/2 – 5/15), snow conditions permitting  (Table 2-13, 

Map 22). 

Alternative B – Preferred Alternative 

Existing management under the Southwest Interagency 

travel plan would remain in effect in some sub-areas of 

the Upper Big Hole TPA, but would change in other 

areas. Several sub-areas of the Southwest Interagency 

travel plan, originally designated in 1993 as open to 

wheeled cross country (off road) travel,  have been con-

verted to a limited designation in accordance with the 

2003 Statewide OHV ROD. By default, all existing 

routes within these converted limited areas are currently 

managed as open yearlong to wheeled vehicles. In many 

cases the management for these routes would change 

from open yearlong, to seasonally restricted (as needed) 

in order to maintain consistency with the Southwest 

Interagency travel plan (see Table 2-13, Map 23).  

Under Alternative B, all major motorized access routes 

located between Humbug Spires and Camp Creek would 

Table 2-12 

Boulder/Jefferson City Travel Planning Area Miles Of Road  

by Proposed Management Category For All Alternatives 

 Alt. A Alt. B Alt. C Alt. D 

Area available for wheeled, motorized use (in Acres) 

Open 

Closed 

Limited 

 

0 

0 

14,487 

 

0 

0 

14,487 

 

0 

0 

14,487 

 

0 

0 

14,487 

Miles of wheeled motorized route:    

Open Yearlong 

Seasonally Restricted (Closed 12/2 to 5/15) 

Closed 

Decommissioned 

 

60.5 

0 

0 

0 

 

3.7 

25.1 

29.0 

2.7 

 

3.0 

20.5 

34.2 

2.7 

 

5.3 

32.8 

20.6 

2.7 

Area availability for snowmobile use (in Acres) 

Open 

Closed 

Limited 

 

14,487 

0 

0 

 

14,487 

0 

0 

 

0 

0 

14,487 

 

14,487 

0 

0 

Miles of motorized routes available to snowmobile travel   60.5 60.5 3 60.5 

Miles of motorized routes available for snowmobile travel only 0 0 0 0 

Miles of routes available for big game retrieval 0 0 0 0 

Miles of routes available for disabled hunter access 0 0 0 0 

Miles of non-motorized trails available
1
 0 33.2 36.9 23.3 

1  includes all existing trails, as well as closed and decommissioned roads 
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remain available to the public. Some existing seasonal 

use restrictions would be changed to enhance high eleva-

tion hunting opportunities (refer to routes 0200, 010113, 

0115, and 0150). (See electronic map Upper Big Hole 

Humbug Spires Alt B.PDF)  

Under Alternative B, most major motorized access 

routes located in the Jimmie New Creek area would 

remain available to the public. Existing management for 

the Nez Perce Ridge Road and the ―temporary area clo-

sure‖ for Sawmill Gulch would remain in effect. 

Changes from Alternative A include a moderate reduc-

tion in road density for the area located north of High-

way 43, bounded by the Johnson and Jerry Creek access 

routes. The reduction in road density would help provide 

big game security as well as enhanced opportunities for 

non-motorized recreation. (See electronic map Upper 

Big Hole Jimmie New Alt B.PDF)   

For the Fishtrap Creek area, the most notable change 

from Alternative A concerns Sawlog Gulch, a popular 

big game hunting area located approximately 2 miles 

southwest of the Fishtrap fishing access site on the south 

side of the Big Hole River. Under existing management 

(Alternative A), yearlong motorized access is allowed 

(fording the river). Under Alternative B, motorized 

wheeled vehicle access would be seasonally restricted 

(closed 12/2 to 7/15). (See Route 189009B on electronic 

map Upper Big Hole Fishtrap Alt B.PDF) 

This change would help prevent resource damage by 

minimizing the number of vehicular crossings of the Big 

Hole River, improve big game security, and help provide 

public safety during high water conditions (spring run-

off).  

Note:  If possible, in the future BLM would like to close 

route #189009b, and provide alternate access to the 

Sawlog area via route BH252 or routes BH189003 and 

BH001. Route BH252 is the preferable alternate access 

route. BH252 provides a safer river crossing and quicker 

access to the higher elevations that most users (big game 

hunters) seek. Access via route BH252 will require 

USFS and State cooperation; the USFS has already 

indicated its cooperation. Routes BH189003 and BH001 

eliminate the need for a river crossing; but require sever-

al miles of travel in order to reach the Sawlog area. 

Access across these routes is largely dependent on pri-

vate property cooperation.  

Under Alternative B, existing snowmobile management 

would continue to remain substantially in effect as 

represented by the 1996 Southwest Interagency Visitor/ 

Travel Map. However, several additional areas would be 

closed to cross-country travel, and others restricted to 

existing designated routes and trails during the season of 

use (December 2 – May 15), snow conditions permit-

ting. Proposed cross-country closures include the area 

located between the Soap Gulch and Camp Creek roads, 

the Goat Mountain / Maiden Rock area and the Sawmill 

Table 2-13 

Upper Big Hole Travel Planning Area Miles Of Road By Proposed Management Category For All Alternatives 

 Alt. A Alt. B Alt. C Alt. D 

Area available for wheeled, motorized use (in acres) 

Open 

Closed 

Limited 

 

0 

0 

63,249 

 

0 

0 

63,249 

 

0 

0 

63,249 

 

0 

0 

63,249 

Miles of wheeled motorized route:    

Open Yearlong 

Seasonally Restricted (Total) 

Closed 9/1 to 12/1 

Closed 10/15 to 12/1 

Closed 10/15 to 5/15 

Closed 12/2 to 4/15 

Closed 12/2 to 5/15 

Closed 12/2 to 6/15 

Closed 12/2 to 7/15 

Closed 

Decommissioned 

 

70.6 

88.0 

0 

25.2 

10.5 

2.2 

50.2 

0 

0 

7.4 

0 

 

26.9 

57.9 

0 

0.2 

17.6 

2.2 

34.6 

0.9 

0.8 

49.2 

27.7 

 

19.2 

40.8 

0 

0.2 

5.5 

1.9 

32.8 

0.4 

0 

69.3 

33.5 

 

26.8 

70.6 

1.6 

0 

11.4 

0 

54.1 

2.6 

0.9 

33.2 

25.7 

Area availability for snowmobile use (in acres) 

Open 

Closed 

Limited 

 

31,600 

31,607 

0 

 

13,243 

46,932 

3,032 

 

0 

31,607 

31,600 

 

31,600 

31,607 

0 

Miles of motorized routes available to snowmobile travel 90.2 53 14 90.2 

Miles of motorized routes available for snowmobile travel only 0 2.5 2.4 2.5 

Miles of routes available for big game retrieval 0 1.1 0 6.6 

Miles of routes available for disabled hunter access 0 0 0 0 

Miles of non-motorized trails available
1
 11.0 83.5 106.9 62.9 

1Includes all existing trails, as well as closed and decommissioned roads 
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Gulch/Nez Perce Ridge area. Snowmobile use in the 

Dewey area would be restricted to designated routes and 

trails during the season of use (12/2 – 5/15), snow condi-

tions permitting. 

Alternative C 

Alternative C would provide moderately fewer moto-

rized access opportunities than for Alternative B (Table 

2-13, Map 24C). Under Alternative C, big game securi-

ty and non-motorized recreational opportunities would 

be enhanced through additional route closures.  

Most major motorized access routes located in the Hum-

bug Spires area would remain available to the public. 

Differences from Alternatives A and B include addition-

al yearlong closures for the high elevation routes located 

between the Soap Gulch and Camp Creek travel corri-

dors. Examples include routes 0110, 010119, 127, 

010115, 138, and 139. (See electronic map Upper Big 

Hole Humbug Spires Alt C.PDF)  

Most major motorized access routes located in the Jim-

mie New Creek area would remain available to the pub-

lic. Existing management for the Nez Perce Ridge Road; 

and the ―temporary area closure‖ for Sawmill Gulch 

would remain in effect. Differences include additional 

yearlong closures for the area located north of Highway 

43, bounded by the Johnson and Jerry Creek access 

routes. See routes 10109 and 033. (See electronic map 

Upper Big Hole Jimmie New Alt C.PDF)  

The reduction in road density would help provide Big 

Game security as well as enhanced opportunities for 

non-motorized recreation. For the Fishtrap Creek area, 

the most notable change from Alternatives B and C 

concerns Sawlog Gulch. Under Alternative C, the Saw-

log Gulch route (189009B) would be closed yearlong. 

(See electronic map Upper Big Hole Fishtrap Alt 

C.PDF) For areas open to snowmobile use under the 

Southwest Montana Interagency Visitor/Travel Map, 

travel would be restricted to designated routes only. No 

cross-country travel would be allowed. 

Alternative D 

Alternative D provides the highest level of motorized 

access for the Planning Area of all the action alterna-

tives, approximately 33 percent more routes than found 

under Alternative B (Table 2-13, Map 25).  

Several additional routes would be available compared 

to Alternatives B and C for the Humbug Spires area. 

Other differences include adjusting existing seasonal 

route restrictions to allow for high elevation big game 

hunting access. Examples include routes 0110, 

010119,122, 123, 141, and 148. (See electronic map 

Upper Big Hole Humbug Spires Alt D.PDF)  

Under Alternative D, several additional routes would be 

available for the Jimmie New Creek area, including 

game retrieval routes. Notable examples include routes 

010100, 032, 010101, 010102, 010110, 189012, 189016, 

026, and 051. (See electronic map Upper Big Hole 

Jimmie New Alt D.PDF)  

For the Fishtrap Creek area, the Sawlog Gulch route 

(189009B) would be managed the same as under Alter-

native B, open/restricted, with a seasonal closure from 

12/2 to 7/15. (See electronic map Upper Big Hole Fish-

trap Alt D.PDF) 

Snowmobile management would be the same as de-

scribed for Alternative A. 

TRANSPORTATION AND FACILITIES 

Goal 1 – Maintain facilities, roads, and trails to provide 

for public and/or administrative use and safety while 

mitigating impacts to resources. 

Management Common to All 

Alternatives 

Transportation and road management activity would 

meet, or move toward meeting Land Health Standards.  

Comprehensive assessments would be conducted for all 

maintained roads and facilities and maintenance actions 

would be implemented as needed.  

Roads and trails would be maintained in accordance 

with Travel Management Plan guidance and BLM poli-

cy. After site-specific travel plan decisions are made, 

roads included in the transportation system would be 

assigned maintenance levels, if needed. Roads would be 

managed in accordance with assigned maintenance le-

vels and in consideration of resource issues. All roads 

and trails would be maintained in accordance with stan-

dards and guidelines in BLM Handbook 9113-2 and 

Manual Section 9114 respectively. Roads and trails 

would be inspected on an established schedule in accor-

dance with the Bureau’s Condition Assessment guid-

ance. 

Recreation sites, administrative sites, buildings, and 

bridges would be maintained within Bureau standards to 

reduce deferred maintenance costs; meet public health 

and safety requirements; provide universal accessibility 

as appropriate and to enhance visitor experiences. These 

activities would be coordinated with other federal, state, 

and local government agencies, private landowners and 

the general public as needed.  

New roads and trails determined to be necessary for 

permanent or long-term use as part of BLM’s transporta-

tion system would be constructed subject to NEPA and 

approved engineering standards. Consideration would be 

given to use demands, location, safety, and resource 

constraints when determining the level of road neces-

sary, in accordance with Manual Section 9113. Where a 

new permanent road would provide better access, exist-

ing routes in the vicinity would be identified for closure 

and decommissioning in order to meet travel plan guid-

ance and resource mitigation concerns (wildlife dis-
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placement, habitat fragmentation, VRM, ROS, soil sta-

bility, water quality, etc). 

Management Common to Action 

Alternatives (B, C, and D) 

Roads would be built to the minimum standard neces-

sary that allows reasonable access and has the least im-

pact on resource values.  

If an existing road is substantially contributing to the 

standards not being met, the road would be considered 

for redesign, closure, or decommissioning to minimize 

the adverse impacts.  

Alternative B – Preferred Alternative 

Road designs would include at a minimum:   

 Minimizing road and landing locations in Riparian 

Management Zones;  

 Minimizing sediment delivery to streams from road 

surfaces;  

 Outsloping roadway surfaces where possible, except 

in cases where outsloping would increase  sediment 

delivery to streams or where outsloping is infeasible 

or unsafe;  

 Routing road drainage away from potentially unsta-

ble stream channels, fills and hill slopes;  

 Minimizing disruption of natural hydrologic flow 

paths; and, 

 Minimizing sidecasting of soil or snow. 

Roads would be designed and maintained in a manner 

that provides for water quality protection by controlling 

placement of fill material, keeping drainage facilities 

open, installing and maintaining appropriately-sized 

culverts at stream crossings, and by repairing ruts and 

failures to reduce erosion and sedimentation of aquatic 

habitats.  

Alternative C 

Road design considerations would include the same 

items listed above in Alternative B.  

Roads would be designed and maintained in a manner 

that provides for water quality protection by controlling 

placement of fill material, keeping drainage facilities 

open, installing and maintaining stream crossings capa-

ble of accommodating 100-year storm events including 

associated sediment and debris, and by repairing ruts and 

failures to reduce erosion and sedimentation of aquatic 

habitats.  

Alternative D 

Transportation and road management activity would 

meet, or move toward meeting Land Health Standards. 

Road designs would consider at a minimum:   

 Minimizing road and landing locations in Stream-

side Management Zones;  

 Minimizing sediment delivery to streams from roads 

surfaces;  

 Outsloping roadway surfaces where possible, except 

in cases where outsloping would increase sediment 

delivery to streams or where outsloping is infeasible 

or unsafe;  

 Routing road drainage away from potentially unsta-

ble stream channels, fills and hill slopes;  

Roads would be designed and maintained in a manner 

that provides for water quality protection by controlling 

placement of fill material, keeping drainage facilities 

open, installing and maintaining appropriately-sized 

culverts at stream crossings, and by repairing ruts and 

failures to reduce erosion and sedimentation of aquatic 

habitats.  

RECREATION MANAGEMENT 

Goal 1 – Provide a diverse array of recreational oppor-

tunities while maintaining healthy public land resources. 

Goal 2 – Establish, manage, and maintain quality 

recreation sites and facilities to meet a broad range of 

public needs subject to resource constraints. 

Goal 3 – Manage commercial, competitive, or special 

events with special recreation permits that eliminate or 

minimize impacts on resources and conflicts with other 

users. 

Goal 4 – Manage recreation opportunities to provide a 

sustained flow of local economic benefits and protect 

non-market economic values.  

Management Common to All 

Alternatives 

 ―Leave No Trace‖ and ―Tread Lightly‖ practices would 

be promoted to enhance the sustainability of resource-

based activities. 

BLM would support events that emphasize collaborative 

outreach and public awareness such as National Public 

Lands Day, National Fishing Week, Great Outdoors, 

National Trails Day, and others to promote public ste-

wardship.  

BLM would support and utilize volunteer participation 

and recruit and train volunteers to provide effective 

visitor contact assistance. 

BLM would continue to provide a diverse range of 

quality recreation opportunities and experiences within 

the BFO commensurate with public demands, resource 

considerations, and management capabilities. 

The BFO would follow BLM program direction for 

managing recreation on public lands by incorporating 
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―The BLM’s Priorities for Recreation and Visitor Ser-

vices‖, applicable sections of Appendix C of the Land 

Use Planning Handbook (USDI-BLM 2005a), and other 

BLM directives that are related to recreation manage-

ment. 

Comparable, cost effective and value based fee systems 

would be established for services and facilities provided 

to public users in accordance with the Butte Field Office 

Recreation Fee Area (MT-02) Business Plan, BLM 

directives and the Federal Lands Recreation Enhance-

ment Act. BLM would strive to update the above Busi-

ness Plan every five years to ensure site fees are appro-

priate over time using fair market values and cost recov-

ery assessments. 

There are no known significant caves or karsts in the 

Decision Area. Should these resources be discovered, 

BLM would develop management plans that address 

management, marketing, monitoring and administrative 

needs appropriate for the specific resource in accordance 

with Bureau directives.  

Recreation users would be limited to 14-day camping 

stays with the following exceptions: 

 The 7-day camping limit at Holter Lake Sites (Hol-

ter Dam, Holter Lake, Log Gulch, and Departure 

Point) would continue during the high-use fee sea-

son (Memorial Day to Labor Day) weekends.  

 The 7-day rule would be implemented, as needed, at 

other sites if camping demands frequently exceed 

capacities during the high-use fee season (Memorial 

Day to Labor Day) weekends.  

 Comply with Bureau directives governing dispersed 

camping in undeveloped areas throughout the Field 

Office. 

Personal property of recreational users could not be 

unattended for more than 24 hours at recreation sites or 

for more than 72 hours on other BLM lands. 

BLM would establish and maintain information kiosks 

with site maps, brochures, interpretive and educational 

information, important contacts, and site regulations at 

recreation sites.  

BLM would maintain and develop a web-site of BLM 

recreation sites and areas that provides access informa-

tion and available opportunities.  

BLM would conduct periodic visitor satisfaction surveys 

and distribute annual fee collection and accomplishment 

reports to the public and encourage continual feedback 

from visitors. 

BLM would strive to enhance voluntary compliance 

among recreation users through effective public educa-

tion outreach efforts. 

BLM would continue to conduct periodic accessibility, 

safety, and condition assessments in accordance with 

Bureau policy at developed recreation sites. Prioritize 

available funds to resolve deferred and corrective main-

tenance needs. 

BLM would conduct annual evaluations of all fee sites 

that address project needs, support equipment, visitor 

services, public comments, administrative needs, fees, 

site regulations, and conflict concerns. 

Continue to establish partnership agreements that are 

mutually beneficial to BLM and the public and maintain 

them to enhance comprehensive planning, collaborative 

management, and collective funding.  

 The highly successful partnership with Pennsylva-

nia Power and Light – Montana (PPLM) would be 

continued during the life of the project license with-

in the Missouri River corridor and agreements made 

under the Missouri/Madison Comprehensive 

Recreation Plan would be fulfilled.  

 Challenge Cost Share opportunities and grants to 

offset funding shortages would be sought and uti-

lized. 

 Working relationships with tourism organizations, 

recreation interest groups, and local/state/other fed-

eral governments would be maintained and ex-

panded to enhance visitor services, management ef-

ficiencies, and recreation opportunities.  

 BLM would strive to maintain the existing agree-

ment with FWP that establishes partnership efforts 

and responsibilities to collectively manage the 

Black and White Sandy sites on Hauser Lake. 

 BLM would pursue opportunities to expand day-use 

parking capacities on Holter Lake in cooperation 

with the Missouri/Madison Comprehensive 

Recreation Plan. 

BLM would continue to issue special recreation use 

permits as appropriate for non-motorized commercial, 

competitive, and special events subject to 2930 Hand-

book guidance, resource capabilities, social conflict 

concerns, professional qualifications, public safety, and 

public needs. New permits that directly conflict with 

established special recreation use permits would not be 

authorized. Existing permittees would be given prefe-

rence. (Organized motorized events are addressed in the 

Travel Management section.) 

BLM would continue to prioritize funding and manage-

ment efforts at developed recreation sites that receive the 

heaviest visitation rates. Sites that cannot be managed to 

acceptable health and safety standards would be closed 

until deficiencies are corrected. 

Alternative A  

No fees would be charged for commercial fishing and 

floating outfitters using developed BLM river access 

sites.  
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Variances (extensions) to the 14-day camping limit 

would be considered on a case-by-case basis subject to 

the following considerations:  resource impacts, social 

conflicts, sanitation concerns, no livestock, or commer-

cial activities would be involved.  

BLM would continue to allow recreational activities 

including motorized vehicle uses within the Scratchgra-

vel Hills 24 hours/day.  

Authorization of commercial camping activity would be 

considered throughout the Field Office on a case-by-case 

basis subject to resource constraints, management capa-

bilities, social conflicts, and public health and safety 

concerns.  

Permit requests by outfitter and guide hunters would be 

considered on a case-by-case basis throughout the Field 

Office subject to environmental, social, and public 

health and safety concerns.  

Boat-in camping would continue to be allowed on BLM 

shoreline lands on Hauser and Holter Lakes subject to 

current regulations only.  

Management Common to Action 

Alternatives (B, C, and D) 

BLM would establish designated boat-in camp sites 

along the shoreline of Holter Lake and consider a similar 

designation effort for the Hauser Lake shoreline, should 

resource concerns warrant.  

In accordance with policy guidance (IM No. 2004-150), 

a greater priority would be placed on extending appro-

priate, reoccurring permits from five years to 10 years.  

BLM would coordinate with MFWP to manage 

appropriate uses at BLM launch sites as necessary to 

ensure quality recreation opportunities and experiences 

on State waters and affected BLM lands are collectively 

managed.  

New sites would be developed commensurate with pub-

lic demand, resource constraints, and management capa-

bilities. Priority would be given to new sites that have 

partnership funding strategies and are consistent with 

established ROS and SRMA management guidelines.  

If an existing developed recreation site significantly 

contributes to Land Health Standards not being met, the 

impacts from the site would be minimized to the extent 

possible.  

All new recreation sites would be designed, constructed, 

and managed to meet, or move toward meeting, Land 

Health Standards.  

Alternative B – Preferred Alternative 

Day-use Special Recreation Permits would be issued for 

commercial fishing and floating uses at BLM river 

access sites. Outfitters would be annually billed an ad-

vance flat fee (currently $90.00) established by the Di-

rector based on the Implicit Price Deflator Index. In the 

long-term, the BLM would continue to coordinate with 

MFWP to enhance river/corridor land management and 

to possibly develop a multi-agency statewide fee system 

for the commercial uses of river access sites.  

Variances to the 14-day camping limit during the hunt-

ing season would be considered on a case-by-case basis 

subject to the following considerations:  resource im-

pacts, social conflicts, sanitation concerns, no livestock, 

or commercial activities would be involved. Preference 

will be given to developed recreation sites during this 

low use period since they provide hardened camping 

units, toilet facilities, and good access. 

The interior portions of the Scratchgravel Hills area 

would be closed to motorized vehicle use yearlong ex-

cept on limited routes needed for residential access. 

Signs and gates would be installed at appropriate access 

points to notify users of the closures.  

Commercial camping permits within developed fee sites 

would not be allowed during the fee season (Memorial 

Day to Labor Day).  

In order to reduce user conflicts and resource impacts, 

special recreation use permits during the hunting season 

would be limited to day-use activities with the exception 

that camping uses would be considered within developed 

recreation sites with hardened camping units during the 

non-fee season. 

Boat-in camping at dispersed sites (excluding Beartooth 

Landing) on BLM lands along the east shoreline of Hol-

ter Lake would be limited to designated sites only. Site 

availability would be determined through field evalua-

tions by an interdisciplinary team. Suitable sites where 

impacts to other important resources (wildlife, cultural 

resources, riparian, vegetation, etc.) are acceptable 

would be designated, signed, and available to the public 

on a first-come, first-served basis. A similar manage-

ment system would be undertaken for BLM lands on 

Hauser Lake should conditions warrant.  

Under Alternative B, human food storage regulations 

would be developed and implemented for all recreation 

sites with high potential and/or known encounters be-

tween people and bears.  

Alternative C 

Day-use Special Recreation Permits would be issued for 

each commercial fishing and floating outfitter that uses 

developed BLM river access sites. Outfitters would be 

billed in advance at a rate of $90.00 per year. Final bills 

would be assessed based on actual use reports and estab-

lished BLM policies. An estimated additional 200 to 300 

permits per year would need to be processed.  

No variances to 14-day camping limits would be al-

lowed.  
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Commercial camping permits within developed fee sites 

would not be allowed during the fee season (Memorial 

Day to Labor Day).  

Special recreation use permits during the hunting season 

would be limited to day-use activities only. 

The entire BLM shoreline along Hauser and Holter 

Lakes excluding developed sites would be closed to 

camping. 

Like in Alternative B, human food storage regulations 

would be developed and implemented for all recreation 

sites with high potential and/or known encounters be-

tween people and bears.  

Alternative D 

BLM would postpone fees for commercial fishing and 

floating outfitters using developed BLM river and lake 

sites accessing state waterways until a multi-agency 

statewide fee system is established. Under this system 

BLM would receive a portion of collections based on a 

percentage of total sites under the statewide system. This 

system would be customer friendly and would ensure 

interagency coordination for managing uses on state 

waterways. 

Like Alternative B, variances to the 14-day camping 

limit would be considered on a case-by-case basis sub-

ject to the following considerations:  resource impacts, 

social conflicts, sanitation concerns, no livestock, or 

commercial activities would be involved. Preference will 

be given to developed recreation sites during this low 

use period since they provide hardened camping units, 

toilet facilities, and good access. 

Motorized and non-motorized recreational uses would 

be allowed 24 hours/day in the Scratchgravel Hills area 

in accordance with the travel management plan. 

Authorization of commercial camping activity would be 

considered throughout the Field Office on a case-by-case 

basis subject to resource constraints, management capa-

bilities, social conflicts, and public health and safety 

concerns.  

Permit requests by outfitter and guide hunters would be 

considered on a case-by-case basis throughout the Field 

Office subject to environmental, social, and public 

health safety concerns.  

Boat-in camping along the BLM shoreline on Hauser 

and Holter Lakes would continue under current regula-

tions. 

RECREATION SITES 

Management Common to All 

Alternatives 

Recreation sites and facilities would be maintained and 

managed to promote resource value protection, public 

safety and health, quality facilities, visitor experiences, 

management efficiency, and value based returns. These 

sites are listed by recreation management areas in Chap-

ter 3. The location of these sites is displayed on AMS 

Figures 2-24a, 2-24b, and 2-24c. 

RECREATION OPPORTUNITY 

SPECTRUM  

Alternative A – No Action 

There would be no ROS classifications to identify and 

map essential landscape settings to meet public prefe-

rences and manage recreation-related experience expec-

tations. Recreation opportunities would be evaluated on 

a case-by-case basis as part of project planning.  

Management Common to Action 

Alternatives (B, C, and D) 

Under the action alternatives, an objective would be to 

manage ROS classes for desired recreation opportuni-

ties, experience levels, facility developments, and other 

resource uses. Appendix H – Recreation Opportunity 

Spectrum contains a description of ROS categories. 

Alternative B – Preferred Alternative 

Recreation settings and opportunities would be managed 

in accordance with the classifications in Table 2-14 and 

Map 26. This alternative emphasizes slightly more mo-

torized recreation than Alternative C but less than Alter-

native D.  

Table 2-14 

Alternative B Proposed ROS 

ROS Class Acres
1
 

Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized 36,800 

Semi-Primitive Motorized 71,800 

Roaded Natural  171,100 

Roaded Modified 16,600 

Rural 11,000 

1 Acres are approximate and rounded to nearest 100. 

Alternative C 

Recreation settings and opportunities would be managed 

in accordance with the classifications in Table 2-15 and 

Map 27. This alternative provides for the greatest 

amount of non-motorized recreation, and less motorized 

recreation than any of the action alternatives. 

Table 2-15 

Alternative C Proposed ROS 

ROS Class Acres
1
 

Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized 63,700 

Semi-Primitive Motorized 66,900 

Roaded Natural  158,100 

Roaded Modified 15,900 

Rural 2,700 
1 Acres are approximate and rounded to nearest 100. 
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Alternative D 

Recreation settings and opportunities would be managed 

in accordance with the classifications in Table 2-16 and 

Map 28. This alternative provides for the greatest 

amount of motorized recreation, and the least amount of 

non-motorized recreation than any of the alternatives.  

Table 2-16 

Alternative D Proposed ROS 

ROS Classes Acres
1
 

Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized 30,000 

Semi-Primitive Motorized 37,600 

Roaded Natural 186,100 

Roaded Modified 19,600 

Rural 34,000 
1 Acres are approximate and rounded to the nearest 100. 

SPECIAL RECREATION MANAGEMENT 

AREAS (SRMAS) 

Management Common to All 

Alternatives 

The management objective for Special Recreation Man-

agement Areas would be to meet the needs for their 

primary recreation tourism markets, needed recreation 

management zones, Recreation Opportunity Spectrum, 

and primary recreation opportunities. Special Recreation 

Management Areas would be designated under all alter-

natives to guide recreation management priorities. The 

remaining BLM lands not designated as SRMAs would 

be managed as an Extensive RMA. This area would be 

managed on a lower priority basis with a few exceptions 

at some specific sites/locations due to use concentra-

tions, resource concerns, and/or public demand. 

Alternative A – No Action 

Planning efforts, recreation opportunities and manage-

ment would continue to be prioritized at the five Special 

Recreation Management Areas (Holter Lake/Sleeping 

Giant, Lewis & Clark National Trail, Upper Big Hole 

River, Humbug Spires, and Scratchgravel Hills) dis-

played on Map 29. The remainder of the field office, 

identified as the Headwaters Extensive Recreation Man-

agement Area, would be managed on a custodial or 

lower priority basis with a few exceptions at some spe-

cific sites. 

Management Common to Action 

Alternatives (B, C, and D) 

Implementation plans for Special Recreation Manage-

ment Areas (SRMAs) and delineated Recreation Man-

agement Zones would be developed where specific man-

agement, marketing, monitoring and administrative 

guidance is needed.  

Although designation of SRMAs varies under the action 

alternatives by alternative, if designated, Table 2-17 

indicates the primary recreational management strategy 

(primary recreation tourism market, needed recreation 

management zones, ROS, and primary recreation oppor-

tunities) for each of the potential SRMAs. 

Alternative B – Preferred Alternative 

Nine SRMAs would be designated for priority manage-

ment. This alternative would establish two new areas 

(Pipestone and Sheep Mountain); split the Holter 

Lake/Sleeping Giant SRMA into two separate areas 

(Sleeping Giant/Missouri River and Lower Holter Lake/ 

Missouri River given their distinctly separate Recreation 

Tourism Markets (RTMs)); and replace the Lewis & 

Clark Trail with two priority areas (Hauser Lake and 

Uppermost Missouri River).  

These nine SRMAs are depicted on Map 30. These 

areas are:   

 Lower Holter Lake/Missouri River, 

 Sleeping Giant/Missouri River, 

 Hauser Lake, 

 Uppermost Missouri River, 

 Scratchgravel Hills, 

 Sheep Mountain,  

 Pipestone, 

 Upper Big Hole River, and 

 Humbug Spires. 

Two new areas, Pipestone and Sheep Mountain, would 

be designated as SRMAs. Planning guidance would 

include area specific travel management plans, 

recreation site plans, ROS and VRM classifications and 

other directives.  

Alternative C 

The same nine SRMAs designated in Alternative B 

would also be designated in Alternative C. These 

SRMAs are depicted on Map 30. 

Alternative D 

Five SRMAs would be designated for priority manage-

ment. Management would focus on the most developed 

and heavily used BLM areas. These five SRMAs are 

depicted on Map 31. The areas are: 

 Lower Holter Lake/Missouri River, 

 Hauser Lake, 

 Uppermost Missouri River, 

 Pipestone, and 

 Upper Big Hole River. 



   

 

 

C
h

ap
ter 2

 

 7
0
 

B
u

tte P
ro

p
o

sed
 R

M
P

/F
in

a
l E

IS
 

Table 2-17 

Management of Special Recreation Management Areas 

SRMA 

Recreation 

Tourism 

Market 

Recreation 

Management 

Zones 

ROS Primary Recreation Opportunities 

Lower Holter 

Lake/Missouri 

River 

Community One Rural 

Developed camping and day-use activities, lake access for moto-

rized boating, fishing, swimming, picnicking, and group gather-

ings. 

Sleeping Giant/  

Missouri River 
Undeveloped 

Two subunits: 

Sleeping Giant 

ACEC/Preliminaril

y WSR reach of 

Missouri R. above 

Holter Lake and 

non-ACEC portion 

of Sleeping Giant 

ACEC/Eligible W&SR Lands; Semi-

Primitive, Non-motorized 

Non-ACEC; Semi-primitive, Motorized 

ACEC Eligible W&SR Lands; Primitive shoreline camping, fish-

ing, hiking, hunting, horseback riding and natural viewing. 

Non-ACEC; Limited motorized travel, pleasure driving, hunting, 

horseback riding and natural viewing. 

Lewis & Clark 

National Trail 
Community One 

Primarily  

Roaded Natural 

Developed camping and day-use activities, lake access for boat-

ing/floating, fishing, swimming, picnicking, and group gatherings. 

Scratchgravel 

Hills 
Community One Rural 

Hiking, mountain biking, horseback riding, hunting, and driving 

for pleasure. 

Pipestone Community One Roaded Natural 
OHV riding, driving for pleasure, semi-developed camping, hunt-

ing, horseback riding, hiking and mountain biking. 

Upper Big Hole 

River 
Destination One 

Primarily  

Roaded Natural 

Semi-developed camping, limited motorized pleasure driving, 

river access for floating and fishing, fall hunting, hiking and natu-

ral viewing. 

Humbug Spires  Undeveloped One 
Semi-primitive,  

Non-motorized 

Hiking, backpacking, rock climbing, primitive camping, fishing, 

and hunting. 

Hauser Lake Community One Hauser Lake: primarily Roaded Natural 
Hauser Lake:  Developed camping, lake access for boating, fish-

ing, swimming, picnicking, and group gatherings. 

Uppermost 

Missouri River 
Community One Primarily Rural 

Semi-Developed camping, lake access for motorized and non-

motorized boating, fishing, picnicking and upland hunting. 

Sheep  

Mountain 
Community 

Two sub-units 

separated by Sheep 

Mountain Access 

road 

Northern sub-unit; Semi-primitive, Non-

motorized 

Southern sub-unit; Roaded Natural 

Northern sub-unit; Hiking, rock climbing, hunting and natural 

viewing. 

Southern sub-unit; OHV riding, driving for pleasure, semi-

developed camping, and hunting.  
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SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS  

INCLUDING AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL 

CONCERN (ACECS), NATIONAL TRAILS, WILD AND 

SCENIC RIVERS AND WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS 

(WSAS)  

ACECS 

Goal – Designate ACECs where special management 

attention is required to protect important and relevant 

values. 

Management Common to All 

Alternatives  

The Sleeping Giant ACEC would continue to be ma-

naged as an ACEC. While this ACEC was identified as 

being 11,609 acres when it was originally designated, 

more accurate GIS calculations based on its original 

boundaries indicate a size of 11,679 acres.  

Alternative A – No Action 

No new ACECs would be established. The pre-existing 

Sleeping Giant ACEC (11,679 acres) would continue to 

be managed under the original management plan. 

Management Common to Action 

Alternatives (B, C, and D) 

Information on the relevant and important values evalua-

tions of the five potential ACECs reviewed in this plan-

ning process is summarized in Table 2-18, Chapter 3, 

and Appendix I – ACECs. The general location of the 

five Potential ACECs is shown on Map 32. Boundaries 

of Sleeping Giant, Humbug Spires, Spokane Creek, and 

Ringing Rocks potential ACECs would be the same (as 

shown on Map 32) in all alternatives in which they are 

individually proposed. Map 32 displays proposed ACEC 

designations under Alternative C in which all potential 

ACECs would be proposed. Boundaries of the Elkhorns 

potential ACEC vary by alternative as described and 

shown below. 

In discussions of each individual ACEC below, general 

management direction is characterized by major man-

agement activity category. Special management pre-

scriptions are designated as such: 

  special management prescriptions 

Relevant and important values in areas not proposed for 

ACEC designation under a given RMP alternative would 

be managed in accordance with the direction specified 

for each resource or program under that particular alter-

native. 

In the event that WSAs designated as ACECs become 

designated as wilderness, ACEC management would be 

dropped upon development of wilderness management 

plans. 

Sleeping Giant ACEC 

Sleeping Giant ACEC (11,679 acres) would be managed 

as an ACEC under all action alternatives under its origi-

nal management plan with the following modifications. 

Management direction is characterized by major man-

agement category in the existing plan.  

 Area would be closed to all new rights-of-way. 

Maintenance of the existing Towhead/Falls Gulch 

Power line would be allowed. Future upgrades 

would be authorized provided impacts to the ACEC 

resources are not degraded.  

 Discretionary management actions would only be 

allowed to protect or enhance ecosystems, and long-

term ACEC values (naturalness, primitive and un-

confined forms of recreation, solitude experiences, 

visual resources, native wildlife, and cultural re-

sources). 

Table 2-18 

Potential ACECs  

ACEC Relevant and Important Values 

Sleeping Giant 
 Outstanding scenic qualities. 

 Diverse upland and aquatic habitat for wildlife and fish. 

Elkhorn Mountains 

 Important cultural/historic sites. 

 Diverse upland and aquatic habitat for wildlife and fish. 

 Unique National management area. 

Spokane Creek 
 Natural aquatic and riparian habitat. 

 Critical fish spawning stream for Hauser Lake. 

Ringing Rocks  Rare and unique geological rock feature. 

Humbug Spires 

 Outstanding scenic qualities. 

 Unique geological features.  

 Diverse upland and aquatic habitat for plants, animals, and fish. 
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 For the entire river/lake shoreline, the existing li-

vestock grazing restrictions outlined in the current 

grazing lease and Oxbow Allotment Management 

Plan would continue to be implemented. BLM would 

cooperatively work with the lessee to restrict and/or 

manage livestock grazing along the river/lake 

shoreline from Memorial Day weekend through La-

bor Day weekend to enhance primitive recreation 

experiences, soil/water quality conditions, visual re-

sources, and natural values. 

 BLM would seek opportunities to allow for pre-

scribed natural fires and develop a coordinated 

management plan if appropriate. 

 In addition to controlling noxious weeds through 

chemical and biological means, mechanical (hand 

pulling) efforts would also be utilized where prac-

tical.  

 ROS management for the ACEC would be semi-

primitive non-motorized. 

 With the exception of the Beartooth Landing Site, 

docks would not be authorized at the primitive 

shoreline sites. 

 Cutting of dead and down material for firewood 

would not be allowed unless specifically authorized. 

 Aerial spraying along the streams and river (300 

feet from water) would be prohibited.  

Humbug Spires Potential ACEC  

The Humbug Spires potential ACEC (8,374 acres) 

would be managed as an ACEC under all action alterna-

tives under the following management guidance. Man-

agement direction is characterized by critical resource 

and resource use categories below.  

Recreation Opportunity Spectrum 

 ACEC would be managed for Semi-Primitive Non-

motorized experiences. 

Motorized Travel Management 

 Area would be closed yearlong to all motorized tra-

vel in order to protect natural and scenic values. 

 No new roads or motorized trails would be autho-

rized. 

 Motorized route closures would be managed within 

the area in accordance with the Upper Big Hole 

River Travel Plan. 

Visual Resource Management 

 ACEC would be managed for VRM Class II objec-

tives. 

Land Ownership/Adjustment 

 All BLM lands would be retained in the ACEC.  

 High priority would be given to acquiring inholding 

lands or interests and adjacent lands along Moose 

Creek on east boundary from willing landowners to 

enhance management and ACEC values. 

 Area would be classified as not suitable for 

Recreation and Public Purposes patent actions. 

Land Use Authorizations 

 Area would be closed to all new rights-of-way and 

2920 Permits and Leases. 

 Area would be classified as not suitable for 

Recreation and Public Purposes lease actions. 

Leasable Minerals (Oil and Gas) 

 Oil and Gas activities would be subject to No Sur-

face Occupancy (would apply if the Humbug Spires 

WSA were released from wilderness consideration). 

 Area would be unavailable to all other mineral 

leases.  

Locatable Minerals 

 ACEC values would be protected from undue and 

unnecessary degradation.  

 A Plan of Operations would be required for any 

surface disturbing activity greater than casual use in 

the ACEC. 

Salable Minerals  

 The area would be unavailable to salable minerals. 

Vegetation Management 

 Management activities would be allowed to restore 

ecosystems provided natural, primitive recreation, 

native wildlife and scenic values are protected. 

Fire 

 BLM would seek opportunities with surrounding 

landowners (private/FS) to allow natural fires to 

burn when they are within established prescriptions 

and beneficial to ACEC values. 

 Prescribed fires would only be used in situations 

that would benefit ACEC values. 

Livestock Grazing 

 Management would ensure against unauthorized 

livestock grazing (maintain/build boundary fences, 

cattle guards and closely monitor livestock trailing).  

 Management activities would only be allowed to 

protect or enhance ecosystems and ACEC values. 

Additional Special Management 

 BLM would assess alternatives and implement 

measures to minimize visitor encounters and en-

hance solitude experiences along the established 

hiking trail.  
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 The existing trail would be rerouted/maintained to 

address erosion and water quality concerns.  

 Outfitter camping use within 200 feet of existing 

trail would be eliminated. 

 Special permit uses would be eliminated during 

summer holiday weekends if conflicts arise with 

other public visitors.  

 BLM would close rock climbing on spires with ac-

tive raptor nests to outfitter uses and educate the 

public about the importance of avoiding such loca-

tions.  

 The interpretative information displayed at the 

Moose Creek Trailhead would be improved to:   

 Describe the area and its important/relevant 

characteristics. 

 Educate visitors about resource protection and 

Leave No Trace principles. 

 Display a quality map of the area. 

Elkhorns Potential ACEC 

The Elkhorns potential ACEC would be managed as an 

ACEC in all action alternatives. The size of this poten-

tial ACEC would vary by alternative as described for 

each alternative below. Management direction is charac-

terized by major management activity categories by 

alternative.  

Alternative B – Preferred Alternative 

Four potential ACECs would be designated totaling 

70,644 acres. These areas are Sleeping Giant (11,679 

acres), Elkhorns (50,431 acres), Humbug Spires (8,374 

acres), and Ringing Rocks (160 acres). The Elkhorns 

ACEC would include priority wildlife and primitive 

recreation lands as a subset of the area described in the 

interagency MOU as the Elkhorn Mountains Coopera-

tive Wildlife Management Unit boundary (Map 33). 

Therefore the Elkhorns ACEC boundary in Alternative 

B does not match the area described as the cooperative 

management unit in the interagency MOU.  

Proposed management of Sleeping Giant and Humbug 

Spires is described in ―Management Common to Action 

Alternatives‖ above.  

Ringing Rocks Potential ACEC (160 acres)   

The Ringing Rocks withdrawal was established in 1965. 

The Montana Bureau of Mining and Geology evaluation 

concluded that while the greater surrounding area has 

high mineral potential, the Ringing Rocks withdrawal 

area has low to no mineral potential.  

The Ringing Rocks is a geologic feature resulting from a 

combination of chemical composition and jointing pat-

terns which chime when struck. Rocks removed from the 

formation do not ring. The only other ringing rocks 

formation known in the United States is located in Penn-

sylvania.  

If the Ringing Rocks feature was changed in any way, 

including mining, it could not be reclaimed to the extent 

that the rocks would once again ring. 

Salable Minerals  

 The area would be unavailable to salable minerals. 

Vegetation Management 

 Vegetation treatments would be planned to ensure 

that the visual qualities of the 160-acre area are not 

adversely impacted. 

Additional Special Management 

BLM would manage the area as follows.  

 Improve interpretative information displayed at the 

site to:    

o Discuss the uniqueness of the rock forma-

tion. 

o Educate visitors about the importance of 

protecting the rock features  

o Describe the cultural / mining history of the 

area 

 Collection/removal of rocks within the formation 

would not be allowed. 

 Reclaim the nearby abandoned mine shaft. 

 Protect any cultural features at risk. 

Elkhorns Potential ACEC (50,431 acres) 

The Elkhorns potential ACEC boundary was developed 

based on modifications to the geographic area described 

for management of the Elkhorns Cooperative Wildlife 

Management Unit in the interagency MOU. Modifica-

tions to that boundary are proposed in this alternative to 

focus most on areas important to wildlife and non-

motorized recreation (Map 33). Management direction 

for the Elkhorns ACEC by major management catego-

ries is described below.  

Recreation Opportunity Spectrum 

 Majority of the area would be managed as Roaded 

Natural.  

 Elkhorns Tack-on WSA would be managed as 

Semi-Primitive Non-motorized. 

 Wood-Horse Gulch area North of BPA road would 

be managed as Semi-Primitive Motorized. 

 Nursery-Golconda Creek area northwest of WSA 

would be managed as Semi-Primitive Motorized. 

 Parcels between Dutchman and Prickly Pear Creek 

would be managed as Semi-Primitive Motorized. 
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 Johnny-Keating area would be managed as Roaded 

Modified. 

Motorized Travel Management 

 Motorized travel would be ―limited‖ to designated 

routes in order to protect wildlife and non-

motorized recreation values. 

 No new permanent roads or motorized trails would 

be authorized for public use (road relocation would 

be allowed to protect resources, maintain access 

and/or protect human safety). 

 Existing road closures would be maintained and 

enforced per the 1995 Elkhorns travel plan. BLM 

would re-evaluate and/or monitor routes to deter-

mine if changes to existing plan are required. 

 Non-motorized recreation would be promoted and 

emphasized. 

Visual Resource Management 

 The majority of the area would be managed as 

VRM Class III and IV. 

 The Elkhorns Tack-on WSA would be managed as 

VRM Class II. 

 High visibility lands along Missouri River, canyon 

cliffs along Indian Creek and scattered parcels adja-

cent to FS north and west boundaries would be ma-

naged as VRM Class II. 

Land Ownership/Adjustment 

 All BLM lands within the ACEC would be retained 

in BLM public ownership. 

 Areas would be classified as not suitable for 

Recreation and Public Purposes patent actions. 

 Priority would be given to acquire lands (fee 

title/easements) to “block up” BLM lands within 

and adjacent to the ACEC to enhance relevant and 

important values, manageability and public access 

to or within the area.  

Land Use Authorizations 

 The ACEC would be open to new rights-of-way and 

2920 Permits and Leases with restrictions to protect 

area values. 

 Area would be classified as not suitable for 

Recreation and Public Purposes lease actions. 

Leasable Minerals (including Oil and Gas) 

 No Surface Occupancy would be allowed in Mu-

skrat Creek Watershed. 

 No Surface Occupancy would be allowed in Crow 

Creek Campground. 

 No Surface Occupancy would be allowed in sensi-

tive plant population locations. 

 Remaining area would be subject to stipulations for 

oil and gas exploration for Alternative B. 

Locatable Minerals 

ACEC lands would be open to operations under the 

Mining Laws. An approved Plan of Operations would be 

required for surface disturbing activity greater than ca-

sual use.  

Salable Minerals  

 Salable minerals sales would be allowed in a way 

that minimizes impacts to wildlife and recreation. 

Vegetation Management 

 The Elkhorns would be managed as an ecological 

unit across political boundaries for the purpose of 

sustaining ecological systems, including the full 

range of potential biological diversity and ecosys-

tem processes. 

 No timber salvage would be allowed unless benefi-

cial to ACEC values or needed for human safety. 

Wildlife 

 Current direction outlined in the Memorandum of 

Understanding (MOU) signed by MFWP, USFS, 

and BLM would be followed within a modified 

boundary from the one described in the MOU.  

 Wildlife and wildlife habitats would be managed to 

support populations of species associated with en-

demic vegetative communities, with emphasis on 

providing the necessary habitat components for 

those species with special needs. 

 Management activities would have long-term bene-

fits to wildlife and would minimize short-term im-

pacts (with the exception of mining). 

 The BLM would seek opportunities to convert 

sheep allotments to cattle allotments at the time an 

allotment is vacated, sold, or transferred. Existing 

sheep allotments would remain in effect unless the 

permittee is interested in working with the BLM to 

convert to cattle. 

 BLM would continue to actively participate in part-

nerships. 

 BLM would continue to work with MFWP and the 

USFS to resolve issues in the Elkhorn Mountain 

Range. 

 Activity timing restrictions for burning, noise and 

ground disturbance would be enforced. 

Fire 

 BLM would seek opportunities with surrounding 

landowners (private/FS) to allow natural fires to 

burn when within established prescriptions. 
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 BLM would continue following the existing Elk-

horns Fire Management Plan but evaluate all oppor-

tunities for natural fire use. 

Livestock Grazing 

 BLM would provide priority management to ensure 

against unauthorized livestock grazing (main-

tain/build boundary fences, cattle guards and closely 

monitor livestock trailing). 

 Management activities would be allowed only to 

maintain or enhance ecosystems, natural qualities, 

and scenic values. 

Cultural 

 BLM would refrain from developing any additional 

roads to prevent further degradation to historic 

ditches, dams, and reservoirs.  

Alternative C 

All five potential ACECs would be designated totaling 

87,893 acres. These areas are Sleeping Giant (11,679 

acres), Elkhorns (67,665 acres), Humbug Spires (8,374 

acres), Spokane Creek (14 acres), and Ringing Rocks 

(160 acres). The Elkhorns ACEC would be enlarged to 

include all BLM lands within the interagency MOU 

boundary (Map 34).  

Management direction for Sleeping Giant and Humbug 

Spires would be the same as that described in ―Manage-

ment Common to Action Alternatives‖ above. Manage-

ment direction for Spokane Creek and Ringing Rocks 

would be the same as that described for Alternative B.  

Elkhorns Potential ACEC (67,665 acres)  

The proposed boundary for this ACEC in this alternative 

incorporates the geographic boundary described in the 

interagency Elkhorns Wildlife Management Unit MOU. 

Management direction for the Elkhorns ACEC would be 

the same as that described for Alternative B with the 

following variations.  

Motorized Travel Management 

 Motorized travel would be ―Limited‖ to designated 

routes in order to protect wildlife and non-

motorized recreation values (except for play area 

near Radersburg). 

 Non-motorized recreation would be emphasized and 

promoted except in the Radersburg play area. 

Wildlife 

 The current direction outlined in MOU signed by 

MFWP, the USFS and the BLM would be followed 

within the entire boundary around the Elkhorn 

Mountain Range as described in the MOU.  

Cultural 

 BLM would conduct thorough research on the Has-

sel Canyon flume with the intent of interpreting the 

structure at some point in the future. 

Locatable Minerals 

 Approximately 180 acres in riparian areas of the 

Muskrat and Nursery Creek drainages would be 

recommended for withdrawal from mineral entry. 

Westslope cutthroat trout have declined in abundance, 

distribution, and genetic diversity throughout their native 

range. In the Missouri River drainage of Montana genet-

ically pure westslope cutthroat trout are estimated to 

persist in less than 5 percent of the habitat they once 

occupied. To prevent listing under the Endangered Spe-

cies Act, federal and state managers need to ensure con-

servation of local populations, preservation of genetic 

diversity and work towards the long-term, self-

sustaining persistence of westslope cutthroat trout 

(MFWP 1999).  

Muskrat Creek has importance to westslope cutthroat 

trout restoration beyond the local level because after a 

ten year, $50,000 restoration effort, its population is now 

used as a donor source to re-establish westslope cutth-

roat trout in a number of different locations in the State 

of Montana. Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks has iden-

tified Muskrat Creek as the most secure and having the 

strongest population of westslope cutthroat trout in the 

entire Elkhorn Mountain range. 

The 180 acres proposed for the Muskrat/Nursery Creek 

withdrawal would provide the minimum amount of 

protection to water quality, stream morphology, and 

riparian function to protect the restored and unique pop-

ulation of westslope cutthroat trout.   

This withdrawal would protect the genetically pure 

westslope cutthroat trout population in Muskrat Creek 

by preventing loss of riparian vegetation, streambed and 

bank destabilization, erosion and sedimentation, loss of 

floodplain vegetation, alteration of floodplain morphol-

ogy, and alteration of stream channel morphology that 

could occur in association with locatable mineral activi-

ty, particularly placer mining. Another key impact that 

placer mining (including casual use) could have on 

westslope cutthroat trout, is excavation, crushing, or 

disturbance of streambed gravels during the critical 

period when trout are spawning and eggs are incubat-

ing/hatching. If mining operations cause a decline in the 

population, the population may no longer be able to 

function as a donor source for Montana and impede 

restoration efforts.‖ 

Muskrat and Nursery Creek are located in the southern 

Elkhorn WSA which was evaluated in the joint Bureau 

of Mines and USGS report Mineral Summary Bureau of 

Land Management Wilderness Study Areas in Montana 

(1990). In the Muskrat and Nursery Creek areas the 

report concluded that there is high resource potential for  
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copper, molybdenum and tungsten with a certainty level 

of D (available information clearly defines the level of 

mineral resource potential, the highest level of confi-

dence), as well as a moderate mineral resource potential 

for uranium and thorium with a certainty level of C 

(Available information gives a good indication of the 

level of resource potential, US DOI Bureau of Mines 

and USGS, 1990).  

No potential for placer mining has been identified in 

either Muskrat or Nursery Creek; therefore there is a 

very low probability of any proposals being submitted to 

the BLM. In the absence of a mineral withdrawal, should 

a miner propose to conduct placer mining in these drai-

nages, timing stipulations could be attached to the permit 

to protect critical periods of spawning and incubation/ 

hatching. Should lode mining be proposed for any of 

resources identified in the Bureau of Mines report min-

ing practices, BMPs, reclamation/rehabilitation tech-

niques, and bonding would be applied. If unavoidable 

impacts were to occur they would be mitigated through 

restoration at the conclusion of mining to the extent 

practicable. In spite of these measures, minerals opera-

tions that substantially reduce the size of the westslope 

cutthroat trout population and/or have long-term sub-

stantial adverse effects on aquatic habitat could elimi-

nate the ability to use this fish population as a donor 

source to re-establish other populations. 

The remaining ACEC lands would be open to operations 

under the Mining Laws. An approved Plan of Operations 

would be required for surface disturbing activity greater 

than casual use.  

Alternative D 

Three potential ACECs would be designated in Alterna-

tive D totaling 23,628 acres. These areas are Sleeping 

Giant (11,679 acres), Elkhorns (3,575 acres), and Hum-

bug Spires (8,374 acres). The Elkhorns ACEC boundary 

would be reduced to include only the WSA lands within 

the MOU boundary (Map 35).  

Management direction for Sleeping Giant and Humbug 

Spires would be the same as that described above.  

Elkhorns Potential ACEC (3,575 acres)  

In this alternative the Elkhorns potential ACEC would 

only include the 3,575 acre WSA boundary. Proposed 

management for this area by major management catego-

ry is described below.  

Recreation Opportunity Spectrum 

 The area would be managed as Semi-Primitive Non-

motorized. 

Motorized Travel Management 

 Motorized travel would be ―limited‖ to designated 

routes in order to protect wildlife and non-

motorized recreation values. 

 No new permanent roads or motorized trails would 

be authorized for public use (road relocation would 

be allowed to protect resources, maintain access 

and/or protect human safety). 

 Existing road closures would be maintained and 

enforced in accordance with the 1995 Elkhorns tra-

vel plan. BLM would re-evaluate and/or monitor 

routes to determine if changes to existing plan are 

required. 

 Non-motorized recreation would be emphasized and 

promoted within the ACEC.  

Visual Resource Management 

 The area would be managed as VRM Class II. 

Land Ownership/Adjustment 

 All BLM lands within the ACEC would be retained 

in BLM public ownership. 

 Area would be classified as not suitable for 

Recreation and Public Purposes actions. 

 Priority would be given to acquire lands (fee 

title/easements) to “block up” BLM lands within 

and adjacent to the ACEC to enhance relevant and 

important values, manageability and public access 

to or within the area.  

Land Use Authorizations 

 The ACEC would be open to new rights-of-way and 

2920 Permits and Leases with restrictions to protect 

area values. 

Leasable Minerals (including Oil and Gas) 

 No Surface Occupancy would be allowed in Mu-

skrat Creek Watershed. 

Locatable Minerals 

 ACEC lands would be open to operations under the 

Mining Laws. An approved Plan of Operations 

would be required for surface disturbing activity 

greater than casual use.  

Salable Minerals  

 Salable minerals sales would be allowed in a way 

that minimizes impacts to wildlife and recreation. 

Vegetation Management 

 No timber salvage would be allowed unless benefi-

cial to ACEC values or needed for human safety. 

Wildlife 

 The current direction outlined in MOU signed by 

MFWP, the USFS and the BLM would be followed 

within the existing WSA boundary.  

 The Muskrat and Nursery Creek drainages would be 

managed as an ecological unit for the purpose of 

sustaining ecological systems, including the full 
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range of potential biological diversity and ecosystem 

processes. 

 Wildlife and wildlife habitats would be managed to 

support populations of species associated with en-

demic vegetative communities, with emphasis on 

providing the necessary habitat components for 

those species with special needs. 

 Management activities would have long-term bene-

fits to wildlife and would minimize short-term im-

pacts (with the exception of mining where long-

term impacts could potentially occur). 

 BLM would seek opportunities to convert sheep 

allotments to cattle allotments to protect bighorn 

sheep populations. 

 BLM would continue to actively participate in part-

nerships. 

 Activity timing restrictions with burning, noise and 

ground disturbance would be enforced to protect 

wildlife. 

Fire 

 BLM would seek opportunities with surrounding 

landowners (private/FS) to allow natural fires to 

burn when within established prescriptions. 

 BLM would continue following the existing Elk-

horns Fire Management Plan but would evaluate all 

opportunities for natural fire use. 

Livestock Grazing 

 BLM would provide priority management to ensure 

against unauthorized livestock grazing (main-

tain/build boundary fences, cattle guards and closely 

monitor livestock trailing). 

 Management activities would only be allowed to 

maintain or enhance ecosystems, natural qualities, 

and scenic values. 

Cultural 

 BLM would refrain from developing any additional 

roads to prevent further degradation to historic 

ditches, dams, and reservoirs. 

NATIONAL TRAILS 

Goal – Manage National Trails to promote public en-

joyment and protect their designated values. 

Management Common to All 

Alternatives 

The Continental Divide Trail would be managed coope-

ratively with the USFS in accordance with national 

policy guidelines. The Lewis and Clark Historic Trail 

would be managed cooperatively with the National Park 

Service (NPS) in accordance with national policy guide-

lines.  

BLM would seek opportunities to cooperatively manage 

National Trails through partnerships.  

BLM would continue cooperative efforts with PPLM 

and other partners to collectively manage the Lewis and 

Clark National Historic Trail under the Mis-

souri/Madison Comprehensive Recreation Plan. All 

recreation sites within the trail corridor would continue 

to be managed in a manner that promotes public accessi-

bility, resource protection, visitor safety, and interpretive 

education. 

Alternative A – No Action 

No ROS, VRM, or specific travel management plans 

(with the exception of Sleeping Giant) would be devel-

oped to guide the future management of the two Nation-

al Trails (Continental Divide National Scenic Trail and 

Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail). Protective 

measures for these trail settings and associated expe-

riences would continue to be applied through resource 

use project plans. The Continental Divide Trail segment 

would continue to be managed for both motorized and 

non-motorized uses. 

Management Common to Action 

Alternatives (B, C, and D)  

The two National Trails (Continental Divide National 

Scenic Trail and Lewis and Clark National Historic 

Trail) would be managed to protect natural resource 

values, minimize recreation conflicts, and enhance 

recreation opportunities and experiences. Lands within 

these extensive corridors would be retained in public 

ownership. Additional management guidance would be 

established in accordance with the ROS classes, VRM 

classes, travel plan direction, and oil and gas stipulations 

established under the action alternatives.  

BLM would evaluate opportunities to re-route the Con-

tinental Divide Trail segment in coordination with the 

USFS to enhance non-motorized opportunities; reduce 

current needs for use easements/acquisitions through 

private lands; and remove motorized conflicts associated 

with the motorized road.  

WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS 

Goal – Identify river segments suitable for inclusion in 

the National Wild and Scenic River System.  

Management Common to All 

Alternatives 

In cooperation with other agencies, local governments, 

and special interest groups, management would be con-

ducted in a manner to protect and enhance the outstan-

dingly remarkable values for each suitable river seg-

ment. Table 2-19 depicts the outstanding remarkable 

values and tentative classifications of the four eligible 

Wild and Scenic River segments. Additional information 
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is provided in Appendix J – National Wild and Scenic 

Rivers.  

Table 2-19 

Eligible Wild and Scenic River Segments 

WSR Segment 

Name 

Outstanding 

Remarkable 

Values 

Tentative 

Classification 

Upper Big Hole 

River  
Recreational, Fish Recreational 

Missouri River 
Recreational, 

Wildlife, Scenic 
Scenic 

Moose Creek 
Recreational, 

Scenic 
Scenic 

Muskrat Creek Fish Scenic 

Alternative A – No Action 

The suitability study of the four river segements in the 

Field Office determined to be eligible for designation in 

the National Wild and Scenic River System (Map 36) 

would not be completed and protective management 

would continue indefinitely on all four river segments 

(Upper Big Hole River - 2.3 miles, Missouri River – 3.1 

miles, Moose Creek – 4.0 miles, and Muskrat Creek – 

2.6 miles). Protective management would be subject to 

valid existing rights and to actions within BLM’s author-

ity. A case-by-case review of proposed activities would 

be completed to ensure that Wild and Scenic River eligi-

bility and tentative classification would not be affected. 

Protective management objectives would include:   

 Free-flow characteristics would not be modified by 

stream impoundments, diversions, channelization, 

or riprapping. 

 Each segment would be managed to protect identi-

fied outstandingly remarkable values, and to the ex-

tent practicable such values would be enhanced. 

Development of the eligible river and its corridor 

would not be modified to the extent that the eligibil-

ity or tentative classification would be affected.  

Management Common to Action 

Alternatives 

Suitability studies were conducted for the four eligible 

river segments (Big Hole River, Missouri River, Moose 

Creek, and Muskrat Creek) to determine whether any or 

all of these areas should be recommended to Congress 

for inclusion into the NWSRS. These suitability recom-

mendations vary under the three action alternatives. See 

Appendix J for additional information about these areas 

and the study process. 

Alternative B - Preferred Alternative 

Under Alternative B, Muskrat Creek (2.6 miles) would 

be recommended as suitable for inclusion in the National 

Wild and Scenic Rivers System (NWSRS). Missouri 

River (3.1 miles) would be found preliminarily suitable, 

but would only be recommended for inclusion in the 

NWSRS pending USFS (Helena National Forest) con-

currence and coordination. This river segment is bor-

dered by BLM lands on one side and Helena National 

Forest lands on the other. A joint recommendation by 

BLM and the USFS would be necessary to forward the 

Missouri River segment as suitable for inclusion in the 

NWSRS. The Upper Big Hole River and Moose Creek 

would be identified as non-suitable for inclusion.   

The following protective management under the Wild 

and Scenic Rivers Act would be applied to Muskrat 

Creek until it is either designated by Congress or re-

leased to multiple use. This management would also be 

applied to the Missouri River until the possibility of 

recommending it for NWSRS designation is resolved 

with the USFS. The direction would continue to apply if 

the Forest Service supports recommending a designa-

tion. Protective management would be subject to valid 

existing rights and to actions within BLM’s authority. A 

review of proposed activities would be completed to 

ensure that Wild and Scenic River eligibility and tenta-

tive classification would not be affected. 

Protective management objectives would include:   

 Free-flow characteristics would not be modified by 

stream impoundments, diversions, channelization, 

or riprapping. 

 Each segment would be managed to protect identi-

fied outstandingly remarkable values, and to the ex-

tent practicable such values would be enhanced. 

 Development of the eligible river and its corridor 

would not be modified to the extent that the eligibil-

ity or tentative classification would be affected. 

Alternative C 

Under Alternative C all four eligible river segments 

(totaling 12 miles) would be recommended as suitable 

for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers 

System.  

The following protective management under the Wild 

and Scenic Rivers Act would be applied to these rivers 

until they are either designated by Congress or released 

to multiple use. Protective management would be sub-

ject to valid existing rights and to actions within BLM’s 

authority. A case-by-case review of proposed activities 

would be completed to ensure that Wild and Scenic 

River eligibility and tentative classification would not be 

affected. Protective management objectives include:   

 Free-flow characteristics would not be modified by 

stream impoundments, diversions, channelization, 

or riprapping. 

 Each segment would be managed to protect identi-

fied outstandingly remarkable values, and to the ex-

tent practicable such values would be enhanced. 
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Development of the eligible river and its corridor would 

not be modified to the extent that the eligibility or tenta-

tive classification would be affected.  

Alternative D 

Under Alternative D all four of the eligible river seg-

ments would be identified as non-suitable for inclusion 

in the National Wild and Scenic River System. These 

river segments and their associated corridors would be 

managed in accordance with the prescriptions described 

throughout Alternative D rather than under the protec-

tive management objectives for eligible or suitable riv-

ers.  

WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS  

Goal – Manage Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs) to 

maintain their suitability for potential wilderness desig-

nation. 

Management Common to All 

Alternatives 

All BLM lands were evaluated to determine whether 

additional lands other than existing WSAs have wilder-

ness characteristics (blocks of land at least 5,000 acres in 

size with naturalness and opportunities for primitive and 

unconfined recreation). Lands obtained through acquisi-

tions since previous wilderness reviews were considered 

in concert with pre-existing BLM lands. No additional 

BLM lands were identified as having wilderness charac-

teristics because no areas with naturalness and opportun-

ities for primitive and unconfined recreation met the size 

criteria. 

All six WSAs (Humbug Spires – 11,320 acres, Sleeping 

Giant – 6,666 acres, Sheep Creek – 3,801 acres, Black 

Sage – 5,917 acres, Elkhorn Tack-on – 3,575 acres, and 

Yellowstone River Island – 69acres) would continue to 

be managed under the Interim Management Policy and 

Guidelines for Lands under Wilderness Review (BLM 

Handbook H-8550-1 dated 1995) until such time as 

Congress either designates them as wilderness or releas-

es them from further consideration as wilderness. The 

wilderness characteristics (naturalness, outstanding 

opportunities for solitude, and outstanding opportunities 

for primitive and unconfined recreation) of each of the 

six WSAs would continue to be protected under the IMP 

directives.  

Those areas designated wilderness by Congress would 

be managed per the Wilderness Act of 1964, as 

amended, Public Law 88-577 (16 United States Code 

1131-1136). In addition, an area-specific wilderness 

management plan would be developed.  

WSAs would continue to be managed in accordance 

with the established monitoring and sign plans for each 

WSA. 

In addition to the Interim Management Protection man-

dates, both the Sleeping Giant and the Sheep Creek 

WSAs would continue to be managed as part of the 

Sleeping Giant ACEC and management plan written in 

1988. 

Alternative A – No Action 

All six WSAs would continue to be managed under the 

Interim Management Policy and Guidelines. This alter-

native assumes that no Congressional action would oc-

cur to designate or release these WSAs.  

All areas are under consideration by Congress. Portions 

of Humbug Spires, all of Sleeping Giant, and all of 

Sheep Creek were recommended to Congress as suitable 

for wilderness designation. The Black Sage and Yellow-

stone River Island Wilderness Study Areas were rec-

ommended by BLM as unsuitable. The Elkhorn Tack-on 

WSA has not been studied for wilderness suitability, and 

its existence under the wilderness review process is 

dependent upon the adjoining USFS lands which are 

under wilderness review. BLM would complete a suita-

bility study for this WSA if the FS recommends its adja-

cent lands for wilderness through its Land Use Plan. No 

recommendation currently exists.  

Management Common to Action 

Alternatives (B, C, and D) 

WSAs released from further consideration as wilderness 

would be managed consistent with surrounding lands 

and prescriptions identified in the land use plan alterna-

tives. Release management is described for each WSA in 

the specific alternative descriptions below.  

Under all action alternatives the Sleeping Giant, Sheep 

Creek, Humbug Spires, and Elkhorns Tack-on WSAs 

would be managed as ACECs. These administrative 

designations would promote continued protection of the 

existing wilderness characteristics for these four areas.  

In the event that WSAs designated as ACECs become 

designated as wilderness, ACEC management would be 

dropped upon development of wilderness management 

plans. See ACEC section for detailed descriptions of 

proposed ACEC management of these areas. 

Should the FS lands adjacent to the Elkhorns Tack-on be 

removed from wilderness review, this Section 202 

(FLPMA) WSA would be dropped from further wilder-

ness consideration. This small WSA is not capable of 

providing outstanding opportunities for solitude or pri-

mitive and unconfined recreation on its own. 

Protection of the wilderness characteristics for Black 

Sage and the Yellowstone River WSAs varies under 

each of the action alternatives. 

Alternative B – Preferred Alternative 

The Black Sage and Yellowstone River Island WSAs 

would continue to be managed under the Interim Man-
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agement Policy Guidance for WSAs. In the event that 

Congress releases these two areas from wilderness con-

sideration, these areas would be managed as described 

below for Alternative B.  

Black Sage – MT-075-115 

The Black Sage WSA would continue to be managed to 

provide semi-primitive, motorized recreation opportuni-

ties. Motorized travel within the area would be limited 

and the availability of established routes would be de-

termined through an area-specific travel management 

plan. New permanent roads would not be authorized 

although re-routes may be considered to minimize re-

source impacts, public safety issues, or access concerns. 

The visual resource classification of the area would be 

modified from VRM Class I to VRM Class II manage-

ment.  

Land ownership would be managed for retention and 

exchanges would be considered to improve its configu-

ration and manageability. The area would be open to 

rights-of-way subject to mitigations. Management would 

emphasize restoration and maintenance of natural 

processes and conditions when considering the appro-

priateness of other resource uses. Locatable minerals 

would be open and subject to undue or unnecessary 

degradation as per discussion below for the island. All 

salable and leasable minerals with the exception of oil 

and gas would remain unavailable. Oil and gas devel-

opment would be subject to Field Office wide stipula-

tions developed for Alternative B. All other resources 

and uses would be managed in accordance with Alterna-

tive B management direction. 

Yellowstone River Island – MT-075-133 

The Yellowstone Island would continue to be managed 

to provide semi-primitive, non-motorized recreation 

opportunities. The island would remain closed to moto-

rized travel. The visual resource classification of the area 

would be modified from VRM Class I to VRM Class II 

management. Land ownership would be managed for 

retention and would be closed to rights-of-way.  

The island would be open to locatable mineral entry 

subject to requirements to prevent unnecessary and un-

due degradation. Oil and gas development activities 

would be subject to stipulations described Field Office 

wide for Alternative B. This area would be closed to all 

other leasable and salable mineral actions. Livestock 

grazing and forest management practices would not be 

allowed. All other resources and uses would be managed 

in accordance with Alternative B management direction. 

Alternative C 

The Black Sage and Yellowstone River Island WSAs 

would continue to be managed under the Interim Man-

agement Policy Guidance for WSAs. In the event that 

Congress releases these two areas from wilderness con-

sideration, these areas would be managed as described 

below for Alternative C.  

Black Sage – MT-075-115  

Management would be the same as described under 

Alternative B for ROS, motorized travel, VRM, land 

ownership, and salable and leasable minerals other than 

oil and gas. Oil and gas stipulations described Field-

Office wide for Alternative C would apply. All other 

resources and uses would be managed in accordance 

with Alternative C management direction. 

Yellowstone River Island – MT-075-133 

Management would be the same as described under 

Alternative B for ROS, motorized travel, VRM, land 

ownership, rights-of-ways, minerals, livestock grazing 

and forest management. Oil and gas development activi-

ties would be subject to stipulations described Field 

Office wide for Alternative C. All other resources and 

uses would be managed in accordance with Alternative 

C management direction. 

Alternative D 

The Black Sage and Yellowstone River Island WSAs 

would continue to be managed under the Interim Man-

agement Policy Guidance for WSAs. In the event that 

Congress releases these two areas from wilderness con-

sideration, management of these areas is described be-

low for Alternative D.  

Black Sage – MT-075-115 

The area would be open to salable and leasable minerals 

including oil and gas. Oil and gas development activities 

would be subject to stipulations described Field Office 

wide for Alternative D. Management would be the same 

as described under Alternative B for ROS, motorized 

travel, VRM, land ownership, and rights-of-way. All 

other resources and uses would be managed in accor-

dance with Alternative D management direction. 

Yellowstone River Island – MT-075-133 

The island would be available for land adjustment, and 

salable and leasable minerals. Oil and gas development 

activities would be subject to stipulations described 

Field Office wide for Alternative D. Management would 

be the same as described under Alternative B for ROS, 

motorized travel, VRM, rights-of-way, locatable miner-

als, oil and gas, livestock grazing and forest manage-

ment. All other resources and uses would be managed in 

accordance with Alternative D direction. 

MANAGEMENT CONCERNS 

AIR QUALITY 

Goal – Ensure BLM authorizations and management 

activities protect the local quality of life and sustain 

economic benefits by complying with tribal, local, state, 



Alternatives: Management Concerns 

 Butte Proposed RMP/Final EIS 85 

 

and federal air quality regulations, requirements and 

implementation plans. 

Management Common to All 

Alternatives 

BLM would continue to participate in local, state, and 

federal ambient air quality monitoring programs, as 

required. Management of non-attainment areas within 

the Planning Area would be guided by the state. 

BLM would comply with local, state, and federal regula-

tory requirements. 

All resource uses would meet the Land Health Standards 

for air quality. 

Management would minimize or prevent air quality 

degradation throughout the Planning Area by applying 

mitigation measures to projects.  

Air resources would continue to be evaluated on a case-

by-case basis as part of project level planning to ensure 

compliance with local, state, and federal regulatory 

requirements. Evaluations would consider the signific-

ance of the proposed project and the sensitivity of air 

resources in the affected area. Mitigation measures 

would be developed as appropriate to ensure compatibil-

ity of projects with air resource management.  

Before approval of an application for permit to drill 

(APD) for oil and gas or a Sundry Notice application 

that would involve surface disturbance, the appropriate 

level of NEPA analysis (in most cases an EA) would be 

completed. This document would analyze effects on all 

appropriate resources and resource uses including air 

quality as identified.  

SOIL RESOURCES 

Goal 1 – Manage uses to minimize accelerated soil 

erosion and compaction and maintain surface soil water 

infiltration based on site-specific conditions. 

Goal 2 – Maintain or improve soil health and fertility, 

prevent or minimize erosion and compaction while sup-

porting multiple use management. 

Management Common to All 

Alternatives 

Soil management objectives would include: 

 Reduce soil erosion associated with steeper slopes, 

granitic soils, and high recreational use areas. 

 Reduce sediment delivery to creeks and streams. 

 Reduce soil mass movement (primarily from accele-

rated water erosion) resulting from burned areas, 

aboveground disturbances (primarily roads), and ac-

celerated streambank erosion. 

BLM would continue to implement soil conservation 

and BMPs to meet these management objectives. Exam-

ples of BMPs that would be applied throughout the BFO 

include: 

 Seasonal or yearlong closures of specific road and 

trail sections to reduce soil erosion. 

 Design, enhancement, and maintenance of vegetated 

filter strips along critical waterways. 

 Integration of soil, groundwater, and surface water 

management to minimize stream channel degrada-

tion and improve groundwater and surface water 

quality. 

Soil conservation practices and soil BMPs would pro-

vide the basis for maintaining soil productivity, fertility, 

and stability, and maximizing infiltration of natural 

precipitation and minimizing runoff, soil erosion, and 

sedimentation. 

Consideration of soil conditions and types and their 

influence on management actions would occur on a 

case-by-case basis. Best Management Practices and 

mitigation measures would be implemented at the site-

specific project level to maintain or improve the soil 

resource. Soils susceptible to compaction and erosion 

would receive greater consideration when assessing pro-

posed activities. 

Soil compaction and erosion problems would be diag-

nosed using Land Health Standards. 

Appropriate mitigation or seasonal restrictions would be 

applied to activities in areas with significant soil com-

paction or accelerated erosion.  

Management Common to Action 

Alternatives (B, C, and D) 

BLM would reseed disturbed areas where needed.  

WATER RESOURCES 

Goal 1 – Restore and/or maintain the chemical, physical, 

and biological integrity of water resources to protect 

designated beneficial uses and achieve water quality 

standards. 

Goal 2 – Maintain existing or acquire new water rights 

land in the Decision Area to ensure water availability for 

multiple-use management. 

Goal 3 – Minimize erosion and subsequent sedimenta-

tion for improved stream and watershed health. 

Goal 4 – Maintain or improve morphological conditions 

to a stable state that can fully support beneficial uses.  

Goal 5 – Protect water quality for municipal, industrial, 

agricultural, recreation, and residential purposes by 

adopting protective measures to meet tribal, state, and 

local water quality requirements.  
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Management Common to All 

Alternatives 

Management would seek to prevent water quality degra-

dation, and improve watershed function throughout the 

Planning Area.  

The objective on Decision Area lands would be for wa-

ter bodies to have measurable attributes within site-

specifically appropriate ranges (including meeting state, 

tribal, and local water quality standards). From a mor-

phological standpoint these ranges may be based on 

reference conditions or other scientifically accepted 

methods. For proper functioning condition in streams, 

entrenchment, width/depth ratio, sinuosity, channel 

substrate, and slope should be within the ranges identi-

fied for channel types. 

The Land Health Standards would be implemented to 

ensure water quality meets state standards and beneficial 

uses are protected or restored. BMPs would be used to 

prevent non-point source water pollution and mitigation 

measures would be applied on a case-by-case basis. 

Permits pertaining to projects affecting water quality, 

wetlands, or streams would be obtained, and outside 

applicants would be required to provide copies of perti-

nent permits prior to BLM authorization. 

BLM would continue to coordinate and cooperate with 

Montana Department of Environmental Quality 

(MDEQ) and communities in the development of Water 

Quality Restoration Plans and Source Water Protection 

Plans. 

BLM would use the State of Montana BMPs to address 

non-point source water pollution (Appendix E – 

BMPs). 

BLM would comply with the non-degradation provi-

sions of the Montana Water Quality Act.  

Projects would be reviewed on a case-by-case basis to 

minimize impacts to water quality. BLM would use 

―reasonable land, soil, and water conservation practices‖ 

to prevent harm to public health, recreation, safety, wel-

fare, livestock, wild animals, birds, fish, or other wildlife 

prior to the adoption of a water quality restoration and 

TMDL plans.  

Water rights and instream flow reservations would be 

maintained subject to Montana water law. BLM would 

participate in the Montana Statewide water adjudication 

process and comply with Montana law for water rights. 

Alternative A – No Action 

There is no additional management in this alternative 

beyond that described above in ―Management Common 

to All Alternatives.‖    

Management Common to Action 

Alternatives (B, C, and D) 

Existing water rights would be maintained to ensure 

water availability for multiple-use management and 

proper functioning riparian and upland areas.  

Water quality would be monitored to establish baseline 

conditions, identify areas of concern, and document 

progress from mitigation measures.  

BLM would participate in the development, implementa-

tion and monitoring of water quality restoration plans 

and TMDL plans in watershed Planning Areas in which 

BLM is a significant land manager or water user.  

Alternative B – Preferred Alternative 

BLM would examine "Water Quality Restoration Plans" 

(Plans) to determine if reduction targets of pollutants 

(TMDLs) are reasonable and attainable. Plans would be 

implemented as funding becomes available. 

BLM would consider acquiring water rights from willing 

sellers. 

Burned areas would be monitored for weed infestations 

and accelerated soil erosion. Where sedimentation im-

pacts adjacent streams, erosion would be remediated. 

Alternative C 

BLM would reduce pollutants in streams to levels indi-

cated in "Water Quality Restoration Plans.‖ Plans would 

be implemented as funding becomes available. 

BLM would consider acquiring water rights from willing 

sellers. 

Burned areas would be monitored for weed infestations 

and accelerated soil erosion. Accelerated soil erosion 

and sedimentation in burned areas would be remediated. 

Alternative D 

BLM would continue present levels of stream restoration 

activities. Progress of past actions to improve water 

quality would be monitored. 

VISUAL RESOURCES  

Goal 1 – Manage visual resources in accordance with 

VRM classifications described in Appendix C – VRM. 

Management Common to All 

Alternatives 

Under all alternatives, visual resources would be ma-

naged according to established guidelines for VRM 

classes as described in Appendix C – VRM. 

Visual resource design techniques and best management 

practices would be used to minimize short and long-term 

visual impacts.  
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Contrast ratings would be completed for proposed 

projects in Class I and II areas, and for proposed projects 

in Class III and IV that are high impact projects or lo-

cated in highly sensitive areas. 

VRM Class I objectives for all WSAs would be main-

tained. 

Alternative A – No Action 

Visual resources would continue to be evaluated as part 

of activity and project planning. Such evaluation consid-

ers the significance of the proposed project and the visu-

al sensitivity of the affected area. Mitigation measures 

would be attached as appropriate to assure compatibility 

of projects with management objectives for visual re-

sources.  

Under the continuation of current management, visual 

resources in the Decision Area would be managed as 

follows: 

Approximately 31,500 acres, including the six WSAs, 

would be managed as VRM Class I.   

All lands along the Yellowstone River, Missouri River 

(Upper Holter Lake to Spokane Hills), Upper Big Hole 

River Corridor (0.5 miles from each bank) and the 

Sleeping Giant ACEC totaling about 25,400 acres, 

would continue to be managed as VRM Class II.  

All remaining lands totaling about 250,400 acres would 

be managed as VRM Class III and IV. This acreage 

increased since release of the Draft RMP due largely to 

the recent acquisition of the Iron Mask property near 

Townsend. These areas would continue to be evaluated 

and protected on a case-by-case basis through 

project/activity plans.  

Management Common to Action 

Alternatives 

Management classifications would be established for all 

BLM lands based on visual resource characteristics 

(scenic quality, sensitivity level and distance zones) and 

management considerations. Generally, areas that have 

lower VRM classifications have higher visual resource 

values and protection measures. (Note:  Under all action 

alternatives, 5,300 acres have been added to the VRM 

Class II category between the Draft RMP and the Pro-

posed RMP. These acres are predominantly newly ac-

quired lands in the Iron Mask acquisition near Town-

send.)  

Alternative B - Preferred Alternative 

Under Alternative B, the majority of lands in the Deci-

sion Area would be managed under VRM Class III. 

VRM Class II would be increased by 18,200 acres while 

VRM Classes III and IV would be decreased according-

ly as compared to Alternative A. Under Alternative B, 

objectives for visual resources would be to manage 

Decision area lands in accordance with the following 

acreages by VRM classes:  

 Approximately 31,500 acres would be managed as 

VRM Class I. These lands include all six WSAs.  

 Approximately 48,900 acres would be managed as 

VRM Class II.  

 Approximately 125,200 acres would be managed as 

VRM Class III.  

 Approximately 101,700 acres would be managed as 

VRM Class IV. 

Map 37 depicts the location of these classes throughout 

the Decision Area. 

Alternative C 

Under Alternative C, objectives for visual resources 

would be to manage Decision Area lands as follows:  

 Approximately 31,500 acres would be managed as 

VRM Class I, including all WSAs.  

 Approximately 67,600 acres would be managed as 

VRM Class II.  

 Approximately 151,700 acres would be managed as 

VRM Class III.  

 Approximately 56,500 acres would be managed as 

VRM Class IV.  

Map 38 depicts the location of these classes throughout 

the Decision Area. This alternative promotes additional 

protection of visual resources and therefore has the 

highest acreages proposed under VRM Classes I and II. 

Alternative D 

Lands managed under VRM Class IV would increase in 

comparison to Alternatives B and C, but would still be 

less than under Alternative A, while VRM Classes II and 

III would decrease slightly. 

Under Alternative D, objectives for visual resources 

would be to manage Decision Area lands as follows: 

 Approximately 31,500 acres would be managed as 

VRM Class I, including all WSAs.  

 Approximately 6,600 acres would be managed as 

VRM Class II. 

  Approximately 142,900 acres would be managed as 

VRM Class III. 

  Approximately 126,300 acres would be managed as 

VRM Class IV.  

This alternative has the highest acres proposed under 

Classes III and IV. Map 39 depicts the location of these 

classes throughout the Decision Area.  
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CULTURAL RESOURCES, TRADITIONAL 

CULTURAL PROPERTIES AND 

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Goal 1 – Identify cultural resource sites, traditional 

cultural properties, and paleontological localities and 

mitigate impacts from natural or human-caused deteri-

oration.  

Goal 2 – Preserve and protect eligible cultural resource 

sites, traditional cultural properties, and paleontological 

localities to ensure that they are available for appropriate 

uses by present and future generations.  

Management Common to All 

Alternatives 

Cultural Resources and Traditional Cultural 
Properties 

At the project level, the BLM would conduct inventories 

for the purpose of gathering resource information, as per 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, in 

order to avoid disturbance to cultural resources in the 

Area of Potential Effect (APE). The BFO would contin-

ue Section 106 compliance by working through the State 

Protocol Agreement with the Montana State Historic 

Preservation Office. BLM would continue to make de-

terminations of eligibility or non-eligibility for historic 

properties on land it manages and document all invento-

ries and decisions effecting cultural resources in an 

annual report. If the project cannot be redesigned to 

avoid disturbance, the sites would be evaluated for their 

eligibility for listing on the National Register for Histor-

ic Places. If eligible sites cannot be avoided, the BLM 

would, in consultation with the Montana State Historic 

Preservation Office, facilitate mitigation to recover data 

that would otherwise be lost. The BLM would also con-

duct inventories to gather information about cultural 

resources, as per Section 110 of the National Historic 

Preservation Act. 

BLM’s consultation process for historic mining sites 

would continue in accordance with the Historic Placer 

and Lode Mining Properties Programmatic Agreement 

that among other things specifies creation of a historic 

preservation plan to organize and compile what is 

known about various historic mining districts.  

BLM would continue to work with Native American 

tribal governments and their representatives, as well as 

those members who are recognized cultural leaders, 

elders, and Tribal Historic Preservation Officers. In 

addition to cultural resource specialists, the BLM would 

include other tribal resource specialists who may have 

an interest in project planning and management issues. 

Tribal consultation would be most frequent with those 

entities who historically occupied the Planning Area. 

Meeting with tribal representatives would be conducted 

at least once a year to coordinate consultation require-

ments and to maintain a good working relationship. 

All recorded sites would be assigned a use category to 

facilitate management of those cultural resources. See 

Definitions of Use Categories in Appendix K – Cultur-

al Resources, section .42, A-F. 

Paleontological Resources 

Fossil localities would be afforded the same considera-

tion as historic sites in project planning, and if localities 

are in the Area of Potential Effect, then projects would 

be redesigned where feasible in accordance with 

FLPMA and BLM Manual Section 8270 (USDI-BLM 

1998). If projects cannot be redesigned to avoid fossil 

localities, then specimens would be excavated by per-

mitted paleontologists. Assistance from permitted insti-

tutions and/or individuals would be routinely sought in 

order to properly map and record fossil localities. 

Opportunities for public outreach and education would 

be pursued as staffing and funding resources permit. 

Alternative A – No Action 

Cultural Resources and Traditional Cultural 
Properties 

BLM would continue a dedicated program to inventory 

100 acres per year to meet obligations under Section 110 

of the National Historic Preservation Act.  

BLM would continue to provide public outreach and 

interpretive information on Montana prehistory and 

history at developed areas, and recreational and interpre-

tive opportunities at significant historic sites with easy 

access to the public. 

Paleontological Resources 

At the project level, BLM would continue to map fossil 

localities so as to avoid those localities during project 

implementation. If the locality cannot be avoided, per-

mitted institutions or individuals would be contacted to 

properly map, record, and/or recover, if necessary, pa-

leontological resources. Public education and outreach 

would be conducted as time and funding permit.  

Management Common to Action 

Alternatives 

During the oil and gas leasing process, the following 

stipulation IM 2005-003 will be attached to lease parcel 

review documents: This lease may be found to contain 

historic properties and/or resources protected under the 

National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), American 

Indian Religious Freedom Act, Native American Graves 

Protection and Repatriation Act, E.O. 13007, or other 

statutes and executive orders. The BLM would not ap-

prove any ground disturbing activities that may affect 

any such properties or resources until it completes its 

obligations under applicable requirements of the NHPA 
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and other authorities. The BLM may require modifica-

tion to exploration or development proposals to protect 

such properties, or disapprove any activity that is likely 

to result in adverse effects that cannot be successfully 

avoided, minimized, or mitigated. 

Alternative B – Preferred Alternative 

Cultural Resources and Traditional Cultural 
Properties 

As an inventory objective, BLM would identify areas 

with a high potential for various archeological/historical 

site types, and conduct 200 acres of proactive inventory 

in those areas each year. One hundred acres of low po-

tential areas would be inventoried each year for compar-

ison.  

Educational and public outreach programs on cultural 

resources would be provided as requested.  

Eligible historic buildings would be maintained consis-

tent with National Park Service standards as funding 

permits. Deteriorating cultural resources falling under 

the Experimental or Scientific Use Categories eligible 

for listing on the National Register of Historic Places 

would be mitigated by intensive recordation or data 

recovery. 

Paleontological Resources 

Direction for managing paleontological resources would 

be the same as Alternative A.  

Alternative C 

Cultural Resources and Traditional Cultural 
Properties 

As an inventory objective, BLM would identify areas 

with a high potential for various archeological/historical 

site types, and conduct 1,000 acres of proactive invento-

ry in those areas. Three hundred acres of low potential 

areas would be inventoried each year for comparison.  

Educational and public outreach programs would be 

provided for cultural and paleontological resources. 

BLM would develop volunteer agreements with local 

universities and interest groups to sponsor research and 

assist with fieldwork and maintenance responsibilities.  

Eligible historic buildings would be maintained consis-

tent with National Park Service standards as funding 

permits.  

Paleontological Resources 

At the project level, BLM would continue to map fossil 

localities so as to avoid those localities during project 

implementation. If the locality cannot be avoided, per-

mitted institutions or individuals would be contacted to 

properly map, record, and/or recover, if necessary, pa-

leontological resources. BLM would cooperate with 

permitted institutions and/or individuals to map and 

record fossil localities.  

Alternative D 

Cultural Resources and Traditional Cultural 
Properties 

BLM would conduct proactive inventories of archeolog-

ical/historical sites as time permits. 

Educational and public outreach programs would be 

provided as requested.  

Paleontological Resources 

Direction for managing paleontological resources would 

be same as for Alternatives A and B.  

LANDS AND REALTY 

Goal 1 – Look for opportunities to acquire non-federal 

land or interest in non-federal land with important re-

sources and resource uses.  

Goal 2 – Provide land-use opportunities contributing to 

a sustained flow of economic benefits and meet local 

infrastructure needs while protecting or minimizing 

adverse impacts to resources and resource uses. 

LAND USE AUTHORIZATIONS 

Management Common to All 

Alternatives 

Land uses would be authorized by various means such as 

right-of-way grants, road use agreements and associated 

temporary use permits under several different authori-

ties; leases, permits, and easements under section 302 of 

the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 

(FLPMA); airport leases under the Act of May 24, 1928; 

and Recreation and Public Purposes (R&PP) leases. 

R&PP transfers are handled below under the Land Own-

ership Adjustment section. 

Requests for land use authorizations would be analyzed 

and mitigation measures applied on a case-by-case basis 

in compliance with the NEPA process. Interim manage-

ment policy and guidelines for land use authorizations in 

WSAs would be followed as appropriate. In accordance 

with current policy, land use authorizations would not be 

issued for uses which would involve the disposal or 

storage of materials which could contaminate the land 

(hazardous waste disposal sites, landfills, rifle ranges, 

etc.). Rights-of-way, leases, permits, or easements would 

not be required for those activities that are considered 

casual use of public lands.  

New right-of-way facilities would be located within or 

adjacent to existing rights-of-way, to the extent practica-

ble, in order to minimize adverse environmental impacts 

and the proliferation of separate rights-of-way. Right-of-

way applications across roads that have been closed or 
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have seasonal restrictions would be analyzed on a case 

by case basis.  

New communication site users would be grouped into 

existing facilities at established communication sites to 

reduce impacts and expedite application processing. Site 

plans would be completed prior to authorizing commu-

nication site uses in new areas. The use of alternative 

power sources would be considered where electric pow-

er is not available.  

Section 368 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 directs 

that the Secretary of the Interior, Department of Energy 

(DOE), USDA, Department of Commerce, and Depart-

ment of Defense work together to identify energy corri-

dors on federal land in the 11 western states. BLM is co-

lead with DOE in the preparation of the Interagency 

West-wide Energy Corridor Programmatic EIS (PEIS) 

which is currently being prepared by an Interagency 

Corridor Planning Team. The Final PEIS will provide 

plan amendment decisions that will address numerous 

energy corridor related issues, including the utilization 

of existing corridors (enhancements and upgrades), 

identification of new corridors, supply and demand 

considerations, and compatibility with other corridor and 

project planning efforts. Decisions from this PEIS would 

be followed and implemented on Decision Area lands.  

BLM would provide recreation and public purposes 

leases or patents on BLM land that meets classification 

criteria.  

Proposals for renewable energy development would be 

considered on a case-by-case basis. No proposals for 

alternative energy development, other than wind power 

are anticipated to occur in the foreseeable future. Two 

areas, one near Whitehall and one near Livingston, are 

anticipated to have wind energy development in the 

future (Map 40). Guidelines and Best Management 

Practices (BMPs) from the Wind Energy Development 

Programmatic EIS (ROD signed December 2005) would 

be used when considering wind energy projects on BLM 

land. The latest version of Suggested Practices for Rap-

tor Protection on Power Lines (APLIC 1996) would be 

implemented in the construction and operation of right-

of-way facilities. 

Owners of non-Federal land surrounded by public land 

managed under FLPMA would be allowed a degree of 

access across public land which would provide for the 

reasonable use and enjoyment of the non-Federal land.  

The use of certain rights-of-way constructed on public 

lands prior to FLPMA would be recognized as a valid 

use even though the laws under which they were autho-

rized were repealed by FLPMA. Recent regulations state 

that BLM would not renew grants issued before 

FLPMA. The holders of these authorizations must apply 

for a new FLPMA grant. 

Alternative A – No Action 

There would be no utility corridors formally designated 

under the No Action alternative. The Headwaters RMP 

designated avoidance areas for utilities in the Scratch-

gravel Hills, Sleeping Giant/Holter Lake, and Limestone 

Hills areas. Generally, areas of high public recreation 

use, high scenic and wildlife values, and residential 

areas would be avoided. Under this alternative 74,489 

acres would remain designated as avoidance and 952 

acres would be identified as ―windows‖ where existing 

major facilities cross avoidance areas.  

Management Common to Action 

Alternatives (B, C, and D) 

The existing Communication Sites at Boulder, Bull 

Mountain, Limestone Hills, Montana City, Mt. Belmont, 

Toston, and Wickes would be formally designated as 

communication sites for the BFO. BLM would consider 

applications for new communications facilities and limit 

those uses to the designated sites. Map 40 shows the 

existing sites. Any new facilities to be located within the 

designated sites would be required to conform to the 

existing site plans and the designated uses identified on 

Table 3-28 in Chapter 3. Once the designated communi-

cations sites are filled to near capacity, new site loca-

tion(s) may be authorized after site management plans 

and appropriate site-specific NEPA analyses are com-

pleted.  

No new rights-of-way would be authorized in identified 

exclusion areas (approximately 27,361 acres). New 

rights-of-way in identified avoidance areas would not be 

allowed unless there are no other routing options (ap-

proximately 75,626 acres). Valid existing rights-of-way 

in avoidance areas would be recognized and holders of 

such authorizations would be allowed to maintain their 

facilities (Map 40).  

Two of the existing right-of-way corridors delineated in 

the 1992 ―Western Regional Corridor Study‖, (updated 

in 2003), would be designated where they cross public 

lands. The corridors are each currently occupied by 

electrical transmission lines. Nominal corridor width for 

the north-south oriented corridor would be 1,320 feet in 

width either side of the centerline of the existing facili-

ties. The east-west oriented corridor would be 660 feet 

in width either side of the centerline of the existing facil-

ities. Applicants for electrical transmission lines 69kV 

and larger and pipelines 10 inches in diameter and great-

er would be encouraged to locate such facilities within 

these two designated corridors. Each corridor would be 

designated for power lines (above ground and buried), 

telephone lines, fiber optic lines, pipelines, access roads, 

and other linear type right-of-ways. Specific proposals 

would require site-specific environmental analysis and 

compliance with permitting processes. Right-of-way 

facilities would not be placed adjacent to each other if 
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safety, incompatibility issues, or conflicts were identi-

fied.  

Access to and along right-of-way corridors and use areas 

necessary to maintain existing facilities and construct 

new facilities would be provided across public lands. 

Other uses of right-of-way corridors and use areas would 

be permitted to the extent that they did not interfere with 

or preclude the use of these locations for their intended 

purpose and were consistent with other portions of the 

plan. 

New leases, permits, rights-of-way, and easements 

would be authorized in a manner consistent with meet-

ing Land Health Standards and applicable Best Man-

agement Practices. Renewals of existing authorizations 

would be analyzed, and if required, special stipulations 

would be added to meet or move toward meeting Land 

Heath Standards. In addition, an attempt would be made 

to negotiate changes in existing authorizations which 

would meet or move toward meeting Land Health Stan-

dards.  

WITHDRAWALS AND CLASSIFICATIONS 

Management Common to All 

Alternatives 

In compliance with Section 204(1) of FLPMA, existing 

withdrawals would be reviewed prior to the end of the 

withdrawal period or as otherwise required by law to 

determine if they should be extended, revoked, or mod-

ified. Withdrawals no longer needed, in whole or in part, 

for the purpose for which they were withdrawn would be 

recommended for revocation or modification. Other 

agency requests for withdrawal relinquishments, exten-

sions, or modifications would be considered. 

Department of Interior and BLM policy will be followed 

in the consideration of any new withdrawals. New with-

drawal proposals would be considered where land would 

transfer from one federal agency to another or where 

resource values or agency investments are best protected 

by withdrawal. Lands proposed to be withdrawn should 

be the minimum area required for the intended use and 

where applicable alternative prescriptions such as the 

use of rights-of-way, leases, permits, or cooperative 

agreements are inadequate to protect the resource values. 

A Legislative Environmental Impact Statement is cur-

rently being prepared by the Department of Army, in 

cooperation with the BFO, for the withdrawal of approx-

imately 20,000 acres of BLM land in the Limestone 

Hills west of Townsend. These lands were segregated 

from the public land laws by the Federal Register Notice 

of August 13, 2007, and are not currently open to sur-

face entry or mining for a period of two years from the 

date of publication of the notice. Under all alternatives, 

the Congressional action resulting from this propos-

al/Legislative Environmental Impact Statement would 

subsequently amend the Butte RMP. 

Land classifications are required to determine the suita-

bility of public lands for retention or transfer out of 

Federal ownership under a number of public land laws 

(Recreation and Public Purposes Act, Carey Act, Indian 

Allotments, Desert Land Entries, State Selections). The 

only one of these laws applicable in this Planning Area 

is the Recreation and Public Purposes Act. Classifica-

tions are essentially determinations of a parcel’s greatest 

value, or highest utilization, and are based on criteria in 

43 CFR 2400.  

Land classifications, as ―de facto‖ withdrawals, would 

also be reviewed to determine if they should be contin-

ued or terminated. Any remaining Classification and 

Multiple Use Act retention classifications would be 

terminated. 

All new classifications would comply with the require-

ments of 43 CFR 1600 and criteria in 43 CFR 2400. 

There is a ―Recreation and Public Purpose‖ classifica-

tion on 200 acres at the old Deep Creek Ski Area in 

T2N, R12W, Section 20:  E½SW¼, W½SE¼, SE¼SE¼. 

This area is no longer being used for recreation purposes 

and therefore this classification would be terminated. 

The Last Chance Handgunners at Boulder have ex-

pressed interest in a patent, under the Recreation and 

Public Purposes Act, to their shooting range in T6N, 

R5W, Section 24: Lot 2 and Section 25: 

NE¼NE¼NW¼. This parcel has already been classified 

as suitable for R&PP lease. Under all alternatives the 

R&PP classification would be revised to allow for 

R&PP patent.  

A total of approximately 6,300 acres of land are with-

drawn from locatable mineral entry (with some excep-

tions primarily for Public Water Reserves described in 

Chapter 3). These withdrawals include the Devil’s El-

bow (142 acres), Holter Lake (80 acres) and Ringing 

Rocks (160 acres) recreation areas, totaling 382 acres 

that would remain in effect under all alternatives in order 

to safeguard infrastructural investments; protect resource 

values; and ensure quality visitor use experiences.  

Alternative A – No Action 

Withdrawals would be considered on a case-by-case 

basis, in accordance with current withdrawal and miner-

al policy.  

Alternative B  

Priority for new withdrawals would be for all developed 

recreation sites followed by new acquisitions through 

exchange or purchase, and in ACECs to protect re-

sources and values as needed, in accordance with current 

withdrawal and mineral policy.  

Specific sites recommended for withdrawal from miner-

al entry are identified in the Locatable Minerals section, 

under Alternative B and C. Eight priority recreation sites 

are identified for withdrawal due to special existing or 

planned conditions such as exclusive public recreation 
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uses for camping and day-use activities, high level of 

infrastructural development, highly concentrated visita-

tion, and limited size.  

Alternative C 

Priority for new withdrawals would be for all developed 

recreation sites followed by new acquisitions through 

exchange or purchase, and in ACECs to protect re-

sources and values as needed, in accordance with current 

withdrawal and mineral policy.  

Specific sites recommended for withdrawal from miner-

al entry are identified in the Locatable Minerals section, 

under Alternative B and C. Eight priority recreation sites 

are identified for withdrawal due to special existing or 

planned conditions such as exclusive public recreation 

uses for camping and day-use activities, high level of 

infrastructural development, highly concentrated visita-

tion, and limited size. Riparian areas in the Muskrat 

Creek drainage are also proposed for locatable mineral 

withdrawal to protect an important westslope cutthroat 

trout population.  

Alternative D  

Withdrawals would be considered on a case-by-case 

basis in accordance with current withdrawal and mineral 

policy. 

LAND OWNERSHIP ADJUSTMENT 

Management Common to All 

Alternatives 

Land ownership adjustment refers to those actions that 

result in the disposal of BLM-administered land and/or 

the acquisition of non-federal land or interests. In this 

context, BLM land is categorized as either ―retention‖ or 

―disposal‖. Generally, lands in the retention category 

would be retained and managed by BLM and lands in 

the disposal category would be available for land owner-

ship adjustment. Methods of adjustment include ex-

changes, sales, transfers, fee acquisition, and donation. 

Land ownership adjustments would be considered on a 

case-by-case basis.  

Public lands with high resource values would generally 

be retained in federal ownership. All proposed land 

ownership adjustment actions would be analyzed in 

project specific environmental reviews.  

Public access would be maintained or improved through 

all land ownership adjustment transactions. Land trans-

fers to other public agencies would be considered where 

improved management efficiency would result. BLM 

lands could be made available for community expansion 

if there are no other lands available to communities.  

Direct purchase would be limited to cases where no 

practical alternatives exist and high public values would 

be acquired. Land and interests in lands obtained with 

LWCF appropriation would not be available for disposal 

by any means, nor would it be open to mineral entry or 

mineral leasing. 

The need to protect newly acquired lands would be con-

sidered as part of the analysis prior to acquisition. If 

withdrawn, acquired lands would be managed under the 

terms and conditions of the withdrawal. Disposal parcels 

would be made available for all means of disposal (sale, 

exchange, R&PP, etc.). Some lands identified for dis-

posal could be retained in public ownership based on 

site-specific application of the land ownership adjust-

ment criteria. (See Appendix L – Lands) 

In addition to meeting the disposal criteria, lands to be 

sold would meet the following disposal criteria from 

FLPMA: 

 Such land must be difficult and uneconomic to 

manage as part of the public land base, and must not 

be suitable for management by another federal de-

partment or agency.  

 Such land must have been acquired for a specific 

purpose and must no longer be required for that or 

any other federal purpose. 

 Disposal of such land would serve important public 

objectives that can only be achieved prudently or 

feasibly if the land is removed from public owner-

ship and if these objectives outweigh other public 

objectives and values that would be served by main-

taining such land in federal ownership.  

 If land status updates identify additional parcels 

administered by BLM, those lands would be ma-

naged in the same manner as adjacent parcels or 

those in the same vicinity in regard to retention or 

disposal. 

 Federal minerals underlying non-Federal surface 

would generally be retained in federal ownership. 

However, an exchange of this type of mineral estate 

may be considered on a case-by-case basis if found 

to be in the public interest. The sale of this type of 

mineral interest under section 209(b) of FLPMA 

could be considered only if the requirements of the 

same were met. 

No BLM lands in the BFO are suitable for Desert Land 

Entry.  

Alternative A – No Action 

Planning guidance with respect to land ownership ad-

justment would be the same as that provided by the 1984 

Headwaters RMP and the 1979 Dillon MFP. Further and 

more specific guidance would be provided by the ―Land 

Pattern and Land Adjustment, Supplement to the State 

Director Guidance for Resource Management Planning 

in Montana and the Dakotas, 1984‖ (USDI-BLM 

1984b). This guidance was later amended by the 1989 

State Director’s guidance pertaining to access. This 

direction established land exchange as the predominant 
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method of land ownership adjustment. It also established 

retention, disposal, and acquisition criteria to be used in 

categorizing public land. Criteria in the supplement were 

used to identify retention and disposal zones within the 

Butte Planning Area. These zones would be applied in 

this alternative.  

State Director Guidance for resource management plan-

ning in Montana and the Dakotas (USDI-BLM 1984b) 

provides criteria for retention or disposal, and for identi-

fying acquisition priorities. Principle considerations 

would include public resource values, current use, and 

location, proximity to other agencies, manageability, and 

compatibility with adjacent land uses.  

Non-Federal land to be acquired by the BLM through 

exchanges generally would be located in retention areas. 

BLM administered land to be sold would meet the dis-

posal criteria identified in State Director Guidance and 

the criteria derived from FLPMA. The method of sale 

would be determined on a case-by-case basis with the 

goal of avoiding unnecessary hardships on current public 

land users and surrounding or adjacent landowners. 

Management Common to Action 

Alternatives (B, C, and D) 

Lands would be categorized as either retention or dis-

posal for management purposes. Specific land ownership 

adjustment criteria developed for retention, disposal, and 

acquisition would be followed. (See Appendix L – 

Lands)   

Lands identified for retention and disposal are displayed 

on Map 41. Approximately 298,408 acres would be in 

the retention category. These are lands that would gener-

ally not be subject to land ownership adjustments. High 

priority lands for retention and potential future acquisi-

tion by the BLM would include those in and immediate-

ly adjacent to special designation areas (ACECs, WSRs, 

WSAs, National Trail Corridors, SRMAs, and recreation 

sites) as well as habitat for priority and special status 

species. The goal of potential acquisitions in these areas 

would be to enhance the following attributes:  resource 

values identified for the area, public access to and within 

the area, recreation opportunities that are compatible 

with the specific area, manageability of the area or sites, 

and wildlife habitat. Land acquisitions in these areas 

would be considered to be consistent with this RMP and 

therefore plan amendments would not be required.  

Approximately 8,901 acres of land would be identified 

as available for disposal. These lands would be available 

for exchange or sale, subject to the criteria described in 

Appendix L – Lands. Legal descriptions of these par-

cels are located in Appendix L – Lands. Lands leased 

or conveyed under the Recreation and Public Purposes 

Act, would be classified for such disposal under Sec 7 of 

the Taylor Grazing Act (42 USC 315f) and 43 CFR 

2400. 

Right-of-way holders would be issued perpetual ease-

ments for their facilities prior to the disposal of any 

BLM parcels. 

ACCESS 

Management Common to All 

Alternatives 

For the purposes of this section, access refers to the 

physical ability and legal right of the public, agency 

personnel, and authorized users to reach public land. 

BLM would acquire legal public access and administra-

tive access to BLM land from willing landowners. Me-

thods of accomplishing this would be through fee pur-

chase, exchange, donation, and/or long-term land use 

agreements. Easement acquisition would be the predo-

minant method of obtaining legal access. If necessary, 

when BLM parcels are patented in land ownership ad-

justments, existing access could be retained using ap-

propriate patent reservations. Methods of accomplishing 

this would be through fee purchase, exchange, donation, 

reciprocal rights-of-way, and/or long-term land use 

agreements. 

Alternative A – No Action 

Access would continue to be sought based on planning 

guidance provided by the Headwaters RMP/EIS as sup-

plemented by the State Director Guidance on Access 

(USDI-BLM 1989a). Legal public or administrative 

access would be obtained from willing landowners on a 

case-by-case basis as the need or opportunity arises 

using the criteria in the State Director’s guidance. (See 

Appendix L – Lands) 

In accordance with guidance in this latter document, the 

BFO would focus its access acquisition efforts on: 

 Larger blocks of BLM-administered land which are 

designated for retention in BLM ownership. 

 Areas with important resource values. 

 Areas where public demand for access is high. 

 Areas with substantial BLM investments. 

Management Common to Action 

Alternatives (B, C, and D) 

BLM would follow specific access criteria outlined in 

Appendix L – Lands for obtaining new access and 

managing existing access to BLM administered lands. 

Acquisition efforts would be focused on those routes 

designated as ―open‖ in the travel plan that lack legal 

public access.  
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UNAUTHORIZED LAND USE 

Management Common to All 

Alternatives  

BLM would abate realty-related unauthorized use 

through prevention, detection, and resolution. Unautho-

rized use of BLM administered land would be resolved 

through termination, short or long-term authorization, 

sale, or exchange as appropriate. Resolution of tres-

passes would require settlement of trespass liabilities 

and reclamation of any resource damage.  

Resolution of trespasses would be conducted in accor-

dance with 43 CFR 9230. 

ENERGY AND MINERALS 

Goal 1 – Ensure that federal minerals are available for 

energy and mineral exploration and development. 

Goal 2 – Manage exploration and development of min-

eral resources and ensure they are conducted in an envi-

ronmentally sound manner. 

Goal 3 – Where possible, conserve significant or unique 

geological features. 

Management Common to All 

Alternatives 

The BLM Energy and Non-Energy Mineral Policy, 

which references several existing acts,  recognizes the 

nation’s need for domestic sources of minerals, energy, 

and other resources and the responsibilities concerning 

the discovery, development, production and acquisition 

of minerals and metals. All Energy and Minerals explo-

ration, development, and production activities would be 

managed to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation. 

Alternative A – No Action 

Mineral operations permits would identify requirements 

and BMP's necessary to avoid or minimize adverse ef-

fects on natural resources. 

Management Common to Action 

Alternatives (B, C, and D) 

For all exploration and mining proposals BLM would 

ensure operations take all practical measures to main-

tain, protect, or minimize disturbances to resources. 

Mineral activity would be managed to meet, or move 

toward meeting, Land Health Standards.  

Future changes to ESA listings of species or occupied 

habitats may require changes or modifications of pro-

posed activities to comply with the requirements of the 

act. 

Alternative B – Preferred Alternative 

Where no alternative to road construction exists, roads 

(including roads in riparian areas) would be kept to the 

minimum necessary for the approved mineral activity. 

Roads and facilities would be closed and the landscape 

rehabilitated when no longer required for mineral or land 

management activities. 

Alternative C 

No new or existing mineral operations (salable, leasable, 

and locatable) would be allowed to construct new struc-

tures, support facilities, or roads inside Riparian Man-

agement Zones.  

Alternative D 

New and existing mineral operations (salable, leasable, 

and locatable) would be allowed to construct structures, 

support facilities, and roads within riparian areas using 

stipulations and BMPs when necessary. Roads and facil-

ities no longer required for mineral or land management 

activities would be reclaimed to the best extent possible.  

LEASABLE SOLID MINERALS 

Management Common to All 

Alternatives 

BLM would consider proposals for developing leasable 

minerals (coal, phosphate, sodium, potash, sulphur, oil 

shale, native asphalt, and solid and semi-solid bitumin-

ous rock) under the administration of the federal gov-

ernment on a case by case basis. Site specific environ-

mental analysis would be required to lease these miner-

als. 

LEASABLE FLUID MINERALS 

Management Common to All 

Alternatives  

Oil and Gas 

Federal oil and gas leasing authority for public lands is 

found in the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, as amended; 

and for acquired lands in the Acquired Lands Leasing 

Act of 1947, as amended. Leasing of federal oil and gas 

is affected by other acts such as the National Environ-

mental Policy Act of 1969, the National Historic Preser-

vation Act of 1966, FLPMA (1976), the Wilderness Act 

of 1964, the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as 

amended, and the Federal Onshore Oil and Gas leasing 

Reform Act of 1987. Regulations and other guidance 

governing federal oil and gas leasing and lease opera-

tions are contained in 43 CFR Group 3100, Onshore 

Operating Orders, Notices to Lessees, and BLM hand-

books, manuals and instruction memorandums. Regula-

tions governing geophysical exploration are found at 43 

CFR 3150. 
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An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the right to explore 

for, extract, remove, and dispose of oil and gas deposits 

that may be found on the leased lands. The lessee may 

exercise the rights conveyed by the lease, subject to 

lease terms and any lease stipulations (modifications of 

the lease), and permit approval requirements.  

The terms of existing oil and gas leases cannot be 

changed by the decisions in this document. When the 

lease expires, the area would be managed for oil and gas 

according to the decisions reached in this document. 

The BLM planning process determines availability of 

federal mineral estate lands for oil and gas leasing 

(Table 2-20). For federal oil and gas where the surface 

is managed by another federal agency, the BLM would 

consult with that agency before issuing leases. In areas 

where oil and gas development may conflict with other 

resources, the areas may be closed to leasing in accor-

dance with decisions made from this document. Regula-

tions at part 43 CFR 3100.0-3(d); the Secretary’s general 

authority to prevent the waste and dissipation of public 

property; and the Attorney General’s Opinion of April 2, 

1941 (Vol. 40 Op. Atty. Gen 41) allow the BLM to lease 

lands that are otherwise unavailable for leasing if oil and 

gas is being drained from such lands. If the unavailable 

lands were under the jurisdiction of another agency, 

leasing of such lands would only occur following con-

sultation, and consent if necessary, from the surface 

managing agency. 

Unavailable lands for this RMP (Table 2-20) would be 

leased only if a state or fee well is proposed or com-

pleted within the same spacing unit, or if the lands are 

within a producing unit. These lands would be leased 

with a no surface occupancy and no subsurface occu-

pancy stipulation with no waiver, modification or excep-

tion provisions. There would only be a paper transaction 

with no physical impacts on the unavailable lands. There 

would be no exploration or development (drilling or 

production) within the unavailable lands. After issuance 

of a lease, the lease would be committed to a communi-

tization agreement and the United States would then 

receive revenue in proportion to its acreage interest as it 

bears to the entire acreage interest committed to the 

agreements. 

Areas where oil and gas development could coexist with 

other resource uses would be open to leasing under stan-

dard lease terms or with added stipulations. Stipulations 

are a part of the lease only when environmental and 

planning records show the need for them. Three types of 

stipulations describe how lease rights are modified: no 

surface occupancy, timing limitation (seasonal restric-

tion), and controlled surface use. (For descriptions, see 

―Leasing Process‖ in the ―Oil and Gas‖ section of Ap-

pendix M – Fluid Minerals) Stipulations may be 

changed by application of waivers, exceptions, or mod-

ifications. The decision whether to grant waivers, excep-

tions, or modifications generally occurs during the Ap-

plication for Permit to Drill approval process. If the 

authorized officer determines the change to be substan-

tial, the preferred alternative would be subject to a 30-

day public review period. Waivers are a permanent ex-

emption from a lease stipulation. This occurs when the 

resource does not require the protection of stipulation. 

Exceptions are granted on a case-by-case basis. Each 

time the lessee applies for an exception, the resource 

objective of the stipulation must be met. Modifications 

are fundamental changes to the provisions of a lease 

stipulation either temporarily or for the term of the lease.  

Table 2-20 

Acres of Federal Mineral Estate Available or Not for Fluid Mineral Leasing 

 Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D 

Acres Available for Oil and Gas Leasing
1
 597,384 623,420 71,812 615,788 

No Surface Occupancy 

Timing Limitations 

Controlled Surface Use 

Standard Lease Terms 

251,779 

285,993 

27,701 

31,911 

280,312 

286,800 

38,365 

17,943 

23,903 

0 

30,893 

17,016 

93,288 

436,410 

32,011 

54,079 

Acres Unavailable for Oil and Gas Leasing 54,810 28,774 580,382 36,406 

Non-discretionary 28,774 28,774 28,774 28,774 

Discretionary 26,036 0 551,608 7,632 

1- Acreages by subcategory were calculated such that each column of subcategories under each alternative adds up to the total 

available acres for leasing based on the following general concepts where multiple stipulations overlapped:  No Surface Occupan-

cy stipulations override and are more restrictive than Timing Limitations, Controlled Surface Use, and Standard Lease Terms. 

Timing Limitation stipulations override and are more restrictive than Controlled Surface Use and Standard Lease Terms. Con-

trolled Surface Use stipulations override and are more restrictive than Standard Lease Terms. Non-overlapping individual stipula-

tion-specific acreages are displayed by alternative in Chapter 4 in Tables 4-23, 4-27, 4-30, and 4-33.  
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On Bureau of Reclamation lands, in addition to the re-

source specific stipulations under each alternative (e.g., 

wildlife, recreation); stipulations that are recommended 

by the Bureau of Reclamation would be used (see Oil 

and Gas section in Appendix M – Fluid Minerals). 

Additional information can be provided to the lessee in 

the form of a lease notice. This notice does not place 

restrictions on lease operation, but does provide infor-

mation about applicable laws and regulations, and the 

requirements for additional information to be supplied 

by the lessee. 

New information may lead to changes in existing re-

source inventories. New use areas and resource locations 

may be identified or use areas and resource locations 

that are no longer valid may be identified. These re-

sources usually cover small areas requiring the same 

protection or mitigation as identified in this plan. Identi-

fication of new areas or removal of old areas that no 

longer have those resource values would result in the use 

of the same lease stipulation identified in this plan. 

These areas would be added to the existing data invento-

ry without a plan amendment. In cases where the 

changes constitute a change in resource allocation out-

side the scope of this plan, a plan amendment would be 

required. 

After lease issuance, the lessee may conduct lease opera-

tions with an approved permit. Proposed drilling and 

associated activities must be approved before beginning 

operations. The operator must file an Application for 

Permit to Drill or Sundry Notice that must be approved 

according to (1) lease stipulations, (2) Onshore Oil and 

Gas Order, and (3) regulations and laws. (See ―Permit-

ting‖ in the ―Oil and Gas‖ section of Appendix M – 

Fluid Minerals) 

Development of coal bed natural gas in and around 

Bozeman Pass in Gallatin County would be constrained 

by the zoning regulations developed for the Bozeman 

Pass Zoning District recently established by Gallatin 

County. These regulations established coal bed natural 

gas development as a "Natural Resources Conditional 

Use.‖ These uses are allowed upon obtaining a Natural 

Resource Conditional Use Permit through the county as 

described in the zoning district regulations. 

None of the lands within the Sheep Creek, Black Sage, 

Sleeping Giant, Elkhorns Tack-on, Humbug Spires, or 

Yellowstone Island Wilderness Study Areas would be 

available for oil and gas leasing under any of the alterna-

tives unless they are released from their existing status, 

at which point they would be managed under the terms 

and conditions of the selected alternative identified from 

this RMP. 

Geothermal 

Lands in the Planning Area would be available for geo-

thermal leasing, unless located within wilderness or 

WSAs or in instances where it is determined that issuing 

the lease would cause unnecessary or undue degradation 

to public lands or resources. There are Known Geother-

mal Resource Areas in the Planning Area at Boulder Hot 

Springs, Corwin Springs, and Marysville. A site-specific 

environmental analysis would be prepared should inter-

est be expressed in exploring for or developing geother-

mal resources in the Planning Area. This analysis would 

address the application of stipulations and develop any 

additional mitigating measures over and above the lease 

stipulations required.  

Stipulations developed in this document for oil and gas 

leases would be applied to any geothermal lease issued if 

appropriate. Geothermal exploration and production 

activity is sufficiently different from oil and gas that the 

stipulations developed for oil and gas may not be appro-

priate and could be modified.  

Geophysical Exploration 

Oil and gas geophysical activity which is administered 

by the BLM is governed by regulations found at 43 CFR 

Subparts 3150, 3151, and 3154. Additional guidance is 

found in BLM Manual Section 3150 and Handbook 

3150. For additional information on geophysical opera-

tions and the BLM’s procedures and regulations see the 

―Geophysical Operations‖ portion of the oil and gas 

section of the Appendix M – Fluid Minerals. 

The BLM would review Notices of Intent to Conduct 

Geophysical Exploration in the Planning Area and de-

velop appropriate mitigation measures so as not to create 

undue and unnecessary degradation. A site-specific 

environmental analysis would be prepared for each NOI 

filed. 

Alternative A – No Action  

Under the continuation of current management, approx-

imately eight percent (54,810 acres) of BLM subsurface 

ownership administered by the BFO would not be avail-

able for oil and gas leasing (Table 2-20). This includes 

the Sleeping Giant, Sheep Creek, Elkhorns Tack-on, 

Black Sage, Humbug Spires, and Yellowstone Island 

WSAs. Other areas unavailable for oil and gas leasing in 

this alternative include core areas of state wildlife man-

agement areas. 

The remainder of federal mineral estate lands would be 

available for leasing, subject to the stipulations specified 

in Table 2-21, Appendix M – Fluid Minerals, or under 

Standard Lease Terms. Map 42 depicts lands available 

and unavailable for leasing under Alternative A.  

Alternative B – Preferred Alternative 

Approximately four percent (approximately 28,774 

acres) of BLM-administered federal mineral estate lands 

in the Planning Area would not be available for oil and 

gas leasing (Table 2-20). This includes the Sleeping 

Giant, Sheep Creek, Elkhorns Tack-on, Black Sage, 

Humbug Spires, and Yellowstone Island Wilderness 

Study Areas. The remainder of federal mineral estate 
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lands in the Planning Area would be available for leas-

ing, subject to the stipulations specified in Table 2-21, 

Appendix M – Fluid Minerals, or to Standard Lease 

Terms. Map 43 depicts lands available and unavailable 

under Alternative B. 

The timing limitation applied to sage grouse breeding 

habitats would be based on a three mile buffer for the 

BFO area rather than a more generally accepted two 

mile buffer. Radio telemetry studies in southwest Mon-

tana indicate that some populations of sage grouse are 

migratory and move considerable distances during their 

annual life cycle, including during their nesting season.  

In addition, habitat in the Planning Area is unevenly 

distributed. Based on the most current research ex-

amined in the Western Association of Fish and Wildlife 

Agencies' guidelines (Connelly et al. 2000), a five kilo-

meter buffer is recommended for unevenly distributed 

habitats (thus the three miles for the BFO). The timing 

restriction applies to potentially suitable sage grouse 

habitat (sagebrush areas with adequate sage cover for 

nesting); therefore, not all acres within the three-mile 

buffer would be affected by the stipulation. Timeframes 

for the timing limitation have also been adjusted to limit 

use from March 1 through June 30 rather than March 15 

through June 15. This is because higher elevations in the 

southwest part of Montana (in comparison to eastern 

Montana) result in later use of breeding and nesting 

areas in certain portions of the Planning Area, while 

information from radio telemetry studies show use of 

low elevation leks as early as March 1. 

Alternative C 

Under Alternative C, approximately 89 percent (580,382 

acres) of BLM subsurface ownership administered by 

the BFO would not be available for oil and gas leasing 

(Table 2-20). This includes the WSAs identified in 

Alternative B, plus lands in these additional locations:  

 Prairie Dog Towns 

 Sage Grouse Winter/Spring Range  

 Lands within 0.5 mile of Sage Grouse Strutting 

Grounds (leks)  

 State Wildlife Management Areas 

 Big Game Winter/Spring Range 

 Elk Calving/Big Game Birthing Areas  

 Lands within 1 mile of Bald Eagle Nest-

ing/Breeding areas  

 Lands within 0.5 mile of Raptor Breeding Areas  

 Lands within 1 mile of peregrine falcon breeding 

territories  

 Lands within 0.5 mile of ferruginous hawk breeding 

territories  

 Lands within 1 mile of 99 to 100 percent pure 

westslope cutthroat trout habitats  

 Yellowstone Cutthroat Habitat 

 Municipal Watersheds  

 Lands recently acquired with LWCF funds. 

The remainder of mineral estate in the Planning Area 

would be available for leasing, subject to the stipulations 

specified in Table 2-21, Appendix M – Fluid Minerals 

or to Standard Lease Terms. Map 44 depicts lands 

available and unavailable under Alternative C. 

Alternative D 

Under Alternative D, approximately six percent (36,406 

acres) of BLM subsurface ownership administered by 

the BFO would not be available for oil and gas leasing, 

including the WSAs (Table 2-20) and lands recently 

acquired with LWCF funds. The remainder of mineral 

estate in the Decision Area would be available for leas-

ing, subject to the stipulations specified in Table 2-21, 

Appendix M – Fluid Minerals or to Standard Lease 

Terms. Map 45 depicts lands available and unavailable 

under Alternative D.  
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Table 2-21 

Lease Terms and Stipulations by Alternative 

Key 
TL    Timing Limitation Stipulation                              NSO No Surface Occupancy Stipulation 

CSU Controlled Surface Use Stipulation                      NL    No Lease 

SLT Standard Lease Terms                                           NA   Not Applicable 

Distances are enumerated and those equal or greater than 100 are feet and those 3 or less are miles. Time periods are month/day. 

Resource Alt A Alt B Alt C Alt D 

Wildlife 

Grizzly Bear – Recovery Zone CSU NSO NSO CSU 

Grizzly Bear – Denning Habitat (Distribution 

Zone) 
CSU 

TL 4/1-6/30, 

9/15-10/15 
NSO CSU 

Gray Wolf Dens – Former NW MT Recovery Area CSU TL 4/15-6/30 1 NSO 1 CSU 

Prairie Dog Towns NSO ¼ NSO NL NSO 

Sage Grouse Winter/Spring Range TL 3/1-6/30 TL 12/1-5/15 NL TL 12/1-5/15 

Sage Grouse Strutting Grounds (leks) NSO 500 NSO ¼ NL ½ NSO ¼ 

Sage Grouse Breeding Habitat TL 3/1-6/30 ¼  TL 3/1-6/30  3 NSO  3 TL 3/1-6/30   3 

Wildlife Management Areas NL/NSO NSO NL NSO 

Big Game Winter/Spring Range TL 12/1-5/15 TL 12/1-5/15 NL TL 12/1-5/15 

Elk Calving/Big Game Birthing Areas TL 5/1-6/30 TL 4/1-6/30 NL SLT 

Bighorn Sheep Yearlong Range TL 12/1-5/15 TL 11/1-6/30 NL TL 11/1-6/30 

Bighorn Sheep Core Areas TL 12/1-5/15 NSO NL SLT 

Bald Eagle Nest Sites/Breeding Habitat 
NSO ½ + NSO ½ + 

NL 1 
NSO ½ + 

TL 2/1-8/31   1 TL 2/1-8/31   1 TL 2/1-8/31 1 

Raptor Breeding Territories (Golden eagle, Prairie 

falcon, Swainson’s Hawk) 
NSO ¼    TL 3/1-7/31  ½ NL  ½ SLT 

Peregrine Falcon Nest Sites/Breeding Habitat NSO ¼ NSO  1 NL  1 NSO  1 

Ferruginous Hawk Breeding Territories  NSO ¼ NSO  ½ 
NL  ½ +                        

TL  3/1-8/31  1 
TL 3/1-7/31 ½ 

Threatened and Endangered Species CSU CSU CSU CSU 

Fisheries 

Westslope Cutthroat Trout Habitat (90-99% pure) NSO  ¼ NSO  ½ NSO  ½ CSU  ½ 

Westslope Cutthroat Trout Habitat (99-100% pure) NSO ¼ NSO  ½ NL  ½ NSO  ½ 

Fluvial/Adfluvial Arctic Grayling Habitat NSO  ¼ NSO  ½ NSO  ½ CSU  ½ 

Bull Trout Habitat CSU ½  NSO  ½ NSO  1 NSO  ½ 

Yellowstone Cutthroat Trout Habitat (90-100% 

pure) 
NSO ¼ NSO  ½ NL  ½ CSU  ½ 

Streams with High Restoration Potential – Native 

Fish 
NA NSO ½  NA NA 

Class 1 Fisheries (Blue Ribbon) NSO  1000 NSO  ½ NSO  1 CSU  ½ 

Recreation 

Developed Sites NSO 300 NSO ¼ NSO ½ CSU ¼ 

Special Recreation Management Areas SLT CSU NSO SLT 

Cultural and Paleontological Resources 

Cultural and Paleontological Resources  

Inventory Requirement 
CSU CSU CSU CSU 

National Register of Historic Places Eligible  

Properties/Districts and Paleontological Localities 
NSO 300 NSO 300 NSO 300 NSO 300 

Traditional Cultural Properties SLT NSO ½  NSO ½ NSO ½ 

Visual Resources     

VRM Class II, III & IV Areas CSU CSU CSU SLT 

Vegetation, Wetlands, Riparian and Water Quality     
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LOCATABLE MINERALS 

Management Common to All 

Alternatives 

The BLM recognizes that public lands are an important 

source of the Nation’s energy and non-energy mineral 

resources. The BLM is responsible for making public 

lands available for orderly and efficient development of 

these resources under principles of Multiple Use Man-

agement, and the concept of Sustainable Development. 

BLM would provide opportunities for mineral explora-

tion and development.  

BLM would ensure accessibility to mineralized areas for 

exploration and development. 

No casual use areas of concern or suction dredge use 

areas would be identified or designated.  

BLM would strive to provide for timely permit evalua-

tion and processing of federal energy and solid mineral 

exploration and development proposals.  

A Plan of Operations would always be required (instead 

of a Notice) when there are lands or waters known to 

contain federally proposed or listed threatened or endan-

gered species or their proposed or designated critical 

habitat, unless BLM allows for other action under a 

formal land-use plan or threatened or endangered species 

recovery plan. Land tracts where resource values (i.e., 

sensitive status or priority species, visual corridors, 

adjacent land restrictions, substantial cultural resource 

sites and fossil localities, etc.) may require special 

measures to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation 

during mineral exploration (and geophysical explora-

tion) and development would be identified. 

BLM would develop and implement measures to prevent 

unnecessary and undue degradation from exploration, 

mining, and reclamation activities. BLM would also 

develop conditions of approval and implementation 

guidelines (BMPs) to minimize impacts to natural re-

sources including significant cultural resource sites and 

fossil localities caused by locatable mineral develop-

ment. 

Reclamation and restoration activities would be moni-

tored to determine effectiveness of the practices. 

For locatable minerals, placer mining operations, recla-

mation activities would be required to restore the stream 

channel and riparian habitat to functioning condition as 

close to pre-mining conditions as possible. 

As information becomes available, known areas of geo-

logical hazards (for example landslide prone areas, ava-

lanche areas, rock fall areas and unstable ground) would 

be mapped.  

Table 2-21  

Lease Terms and Stipulations by Alternative 

Key 

TL    Timing Limitation Stipulation                              NSO No Surface Occupancy Stipulation 

CSU Controlled Surface Use Stipulation                      NL    No Lease 

SLT Standard Lease Terms                                           NA   Not Applicable 

Distances are enumerated and those equal or greater than 100 are feet and those 3 or less are miles. Time periods are month/day. 

Resource Alt A Alt B Alt C Alt D 

Wetlands, Floodplains and Riparian Areas NSO  500, 1000 NSO NSO NSO 

Special Status Plant Habitats CSU CSU CSU CSU 

Known or Discovered Special Status Plants or 

Populations 
NSO ¼ NSO  ¼ NSO  ½ NSO 

Municipal Watersheds SLT NSO NL CSU 

Soils     

Areas of mass wasting, unstable land areas, slopes 

>20 percent on Boulder Batholith Soils or >30 

percent on non-Boulder Batholith Soils 

CSU CSU CSU SLT 

Trails, Rivers and Special Designations     

Continental Divide National Scenic Trail (Marys-

ville) 
NSO 300 NSO ½ NSO ½ SLT 

Lewis & Clark National Historic Trail SLT NSO ½ NSO 1 SLT 

Rivers Suitable for WSR Designation NSO 1000 NSO ½ NSO 1 NA 

Lands & Realty     

Lands Acquired with Land and Water Conserva-

tion Funds 
NA NSO NA NA 

R&PPs and 2920 Authorizations SLT NSO NSO NSO 
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A total of approximately 6,300 acres of land are with-

drawn from locatable mineral entry (with some excep-

tions primarily for Public Water Reserves described in 

Chapter 3). These lands would remain withdrawn under 

all alternatives. 

The Devil’s Elbow and Holter Lake recreation areas 

totaling 171 acres located on Hauser Lake would contin-

ue to be withdrawn due to their high level of visitation, 

development, and exclusive use for concentrated 

recreation activities. These recreation areas include four 

developed sites (Devil’s Elbow, Clark’s Bay, Two 

Camps Vista, and Holter Lake).  

The Ringing Rocks area totaling 160 acres would con-

tinue to be withdrawn from mineral entry in order to 

protect this unique geological feature.  

Approximately 5,700 acres of land acquired with Land 

and Water Conservation Funds since development of the 

Headwaters RMP and Dillon Management Framework 

Plan would not be opened to locatable mineral entry.  

Alternative A – No Action  

No additional areas would be proposed for mineral 

withdrawal.  

Locatable minerals would be managed as described 

under ―Management Common to All Alternatives.‖ 

Alternative B 

Locatable minerals would be managed as described 

under ―Management Common to All Alternatives‖ and 

―Management Common to Action Alternatives‖ under 

Energy and Minerals.  

Under Alternative B, in addition to the approximately 

6,300 acres previously described as withdrawn under 

―Management Common to All Alternatives‖, approx-

imately 198 acres would be proposed for withdrawal 

from mineral entry. These acres would be in highly 

visited and developed recreation sites that are exclusive-

ly used and constitute substantial financial investments 

by BLM (Table 2-22, Map 46).  

Alternative C 

Locatable minerals would be managed as described 

under ―Management Common to All Alternatives‖ and 

―Management Common to Action Alternatives‖ under 

Energy and Minerals. 

Under Alternative C, in addition to the 6,300 acres pre-

viously described as withdrawn under ―Management 

Common to All Alternatives‖, and the 198 acres in 

recreation sites proposed for withdrawal under Alterna-

tive B (Table 2-22), approximately 180 acres of riparian 

areas in Muskrat Creek and Nursery Creek would also 

be proposed for withdrawal from mineral entry (Map 

46). Under Alternative C an additional total of 378 acres 

would be proposed for mineral withdrawal compared to 

the existing withdrawal acreage.  

The Muskrat/Nursery Creek proposed withdrawal is 

intended to protect habitat for a genetically pure 

westslope cutthroat trout population (sensitive species) 

that has undergone a successful interagency restoration 

project over the past 10 years. Funding and labor from 

the USDA Forest Service, BLM, MFWP, Montana State 

University, and Trout Unlimited have successfully era-

dicated non-native brook trout from Muskrat Creek, thus 

creating a currently thriving genetically pure westslope 

cutthroat trout population. Muskrat Creek has impor-

tance to westslope cutthroat trout restoration beyond the 

local level because after the ten year, $50,000 restoration 

effort, its population is now used as a donor source to re-

establish westslope cutthroat trout in a number of differ-

ent locations in the State of Montana. Montana Fish, 

Wildlife and Parks has identified Muskrat Creek as 

having the most secure and strongest population of 

westslope cutthroat trout in the entire Elkhorn Mountain 

range (Lee Nelson, MFWP Fisheries Biologist, personal 

communication 2006).  

Westslope cutthroat trout have declined in abundance, 

distribution, and genetic diversity throughout their native 

range. In the Missouri River drainage of Montana genet-

ically pure westslope cutthroat trout are estimated to 

persist in less than 5 percent of the habitat they once 

occupied. To prevent listing under the Endangered Spe-

cies Act, federal and state managers need to ensure con-

servation of local populations, preservation of genetic 

diversity and work towards the long-term, self-

sustaining persistence of westslope cutthroat trout 

(MFWP 1999b).  

The 180 acres proposed for the Muskrat/Nursery Creek 

withdrawal would provide the minimum amount of 

protection to water quality, stream morphology, and 

riparian function to protect the restored and unique pop-

ulation of westslope cutthroat trout. This withdrawal 

would protect the genetically pure westslope cutthroat 

trout population in Muskrat Creek by preventing loss of 

riparian vegetation, streambed and bank destabilization, 

erosion and sedimentation, loss of floodplain vegetation, 

alteration of floodplain morphology, and alteration of 

Table 2-22 

Recreation Areas Proposed For Withdrawal From 

Mineral Entry Under Alternatives B and C 

Site Name Approximate Acres 

Departure Point 5 

Divide Bridge 8 

Divide Campground 17 

French Bar 44 

Holter Dam 13 

Log Gulch 39 

Spokane Bay 8 

White Sandy 64 

Total Acres 198 
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stream channel morphology that could occur in associa-

tion with locatable mineral activity, particularly placer 

mining. Another key impact that placer mining (includ-

ing casual use) could have on westslope cutthroat trout, 

is excavation, crushing or disturbance of streambed 

gravels during the critical period when trout are spawn-

ing and eggs are incubating/hatching (June 15 through 

August 31). If mining operations cause a decline in the 

population, the population could no longer be able to 

function as a donor source for Montana and impede 

restoration efforts. 

Muskrat and Nursery Creek are located in the southern 

Elkhorn WSA which was evaluated in the joint Bureau 

of Mines and USGS report Mineral Summary Bureau of 

Land Management Wilderness Study Areas in Montana 

(1990). In the Muskrat and Nursery Creek areas the 

report concluded that there is high resource potential for 

copper, molybdenum and tungsten with a certainty level 

of D (available information clearly defines the level of 

mineral resource potential, the highest level of confi-

dence), as well as a moderate mineral resource potential 

for uranium and thorium with a certainty level of C 

(Available information gives a good indication of the 

level of resource potential, US DOI Bureau of Mines 

and USGS, 1990).  

No potential for placer mining has been identified in 

either Muskrat or Nursery Creek; therefore there is a 

very low probability of any proposals being submitted to 

the BLM. In the absence of a mineral withdrawal, should 

a miner propose to conduct placer mining in these drai-

nages, timing stipulations could be attached to the permit 

to protect critical periods of spawning and incuba-

tion/hatching. Should lode mining be proposed for any 

of resources identified in the Bureau of Mines report 

mining practices, BMPs, reclamation/rehabilitation 

techniques, and bonding would be applied. If unavoida-

ble impacts were to occur they would be mitigated 

through restoration at the conclusion of mining to the 

extent practicable. In spite of these measures, minerals 

operations that substantially reduce the size of the 

westslope cutthroat trout population and/or have long-

term substantial adverse effects on aquatic habitat could 

eliminate the ability to use this fish population as a do-

nor source to re-establish other populations.   

Alternative D 

A total of approximately 6,300 acres would remain 

withdrawn from mineral entry. Many acres of BLM 

administered lands along the Missouri River Chain of 

lakes are included in Power Site Reserve and Power 

Project withdrawals. Many of these lands are adjacent to 

existing reservoirs and power projects. No additional 

areas would be proposed for mineral withdrawal.  

Locatable minerals would be managed as described 

under ―Management Common to All Alternatives‖ and 

as described under ―Management Common to Action 

Alternatives‖ under Energy and Minerals.  

SALABLE MINERALS 

Management Common to All 

Alternatives 

BLM would dispose of salable minerals on unpatented 

mining claims only for a public purpose when no rea-

sonable alternative exists. Salable mineral sites would 

have an approved mining and reclamation plan and an 

environmental analysis prior to being opened. Mineral 

material would be sold at a fair market value to the pub-

lic, but would be free to state, county, or other local 

governments when used for public projects. Mineral 

material sales would be processed on a case-by-case 

basis. 

Alternative A – No Action  

The BLM would authorize the purchase of salable min-

erals (common varieties of sand, stone, gravel, pumice, 

cinders, clay, and petrified wood) from the federal gov-

ernment through a contract of sale (by the ton or cubic 

yard) or a free-use permit unless specific circumstances 

dictate otherwise. Extraction of materials from previous-

ly disturbed sites would be encouraged and all impacts 

to natural resources would be minimized. 

Alternative B – Preferred Alternative 

The BLM would continue to authorize the purchase of 

salable minerals (common varieties of sand, stone, gra-

vel, pumice, cinders, clay, and petrified wood) from the 

federal government through a contract of sale (by the ton 

or cubic yard) or a free-use permit unless specific cir-

cumstances dictate otherwise. Extraction of materials 

from previously disturbed sites would be encouraged. 

All development and operating impacts to natural re-

sources and local residence would be minimized. 

Alternative C 

The BLM would not allow the purchase of salable min-

erals (common varieties of sand, stone, gravel, pumice, 

cinders, clay and petrified wood), unless desired by the 

state or counties, or within existing community pits.  

Alternative D 

The BLM would authorize the purchase of salable min-

erals (common varieties of sand, stone, gravel, pumice, 

cinders, clay, and petrified wood) from the federal gov-

ernment through a contract of sale (by the ton or cubic 

yard) or a free-use permit unless specific circumstances 

dictate otherwise. 

ABANDONED MINE LANDS 

Goal 1 – Reclaim AML sites on public land to improve 

water quality, plant communities, and diverse fish and 

wildlife habitat. 

Goal 2 – Reduce and/or eliminate risks to human health 

from hazardous mine openings. 
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Goal 3 – Protect historic resources and wildlife habitat 

commonly associated with AML sites. 

Management Common to All 

Alternatives 

To the extent possible on BLM lands, BLM would strive 

to meet state and federal water quality standards in wa-

tersheds impacted by historic mining. 

BLM would assess level of risks at AML sites and pri-

oritize for reclamation based on standardized risk as-

sessment. Reclamation would be implemented at the 

highest risk sites first.  

Where deemed appropriate by BLM personnel, BLM 

would restore severely impacted soils and watersheds as 

close as possible to pre-disturbed conditions that support 

productive plant communities and ensure properly func-

tioning watersheds.  

Closures of dangerous inactive and abandoned mine 

sites would be designed to reduce the risks to human 

health and safety, restore the environment, and protect 

geological and cultural resources and meet or move 

toward meeting Land Health Standards.  

Restoration and reclamation activities and repositories 

would be monitored to determine effectiveness of recla-

mation practices.  

Operation, maintenance, and evaluation activities would 

be conducted in a manner to ensure the effectiveness of 

the selected remediation.  

To the extent possible on BLM lands, BLM would strive 

to meet state and federal air quality standards in the 

interest of protecting human health potentially impacted 

by fugitive dust emissions.  

All resource activities would be required to reclaim and 

restore AML or hazard reduction sites to the extent ne-

cessary to protect work performed on the site.  

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

MANAGEMENT 

Goal 1 – Minimize threats and reduce risks to the public 

and environment from hazardous materials. 

Management Common to All 

Alternatives 

BLM would comply with all appropriate laws and regu-

lations regarding hazardous materials. Disposal of ha-

zardous materials on public lands would not be permit-

ted. When the use or storage of hazardous materials is 

authorized (i.e. in mining operations or other types of 

commercial activities) special stipulations would be 

applied to comply with appropriate laws, regulations, 

and policies. In the event of hazardous materials inci-

dents on public land, standard operating procedures 

would be used to respond. Cleanups and reclamation 

would be conducted in accordance with the National Oil 

and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan 

and the NEPA decision. 

BLM would promote and support the appropriate use 

and recycling of hazardous materials in public facilities 

and on public land to prevent or minimize the generation 

and disposal of hazardous wastes. 

BLM would minimize and remediate hazardous mate-

rials spills or incidents. 

Environmental Site Assessments would be conducted for 

land acquisitions, land disposals, and for right-of-ways if 

applicable. Land uses would be authorized and managed 

to reduce the occurrence and severity of hazardous mate-

rials incidences on public land. 

BLM would assess level of risk at hazard sites and con-

duct remediation at highest priority sites that are the 

greatest risks to the public and environment. 

Pollutants, such as flammable liquids and lubricants, 

would be prevented from entering streams by storing 

outside of riparian areas, having a spill prevention and 

control plan, and not allowing refueling within riparian 

areas (with the exception of permitted mining activities, 

fire suppression activities, reclamation work and chain-

saw re-fueling). 

WILD HORSES AND BURROS 

Management Common to All 

Alternatives 

Herd areas are public lands identified as being habitat 

used by wild horses and burros at the time of passage of 

the Wild and Free-Roaming Horse and Burro Act. At the 

time of the passage of the Act, a Wild Horse Herd Area 

called the Devils Fence Herd Area was designated. This 

herd area is between Townsend and Radersburg (Map 

47). The herd area is predominantly private and State of 

Montana lands intermingled with BLM and USFS lands 

dispersed in a fragmented manner throughout the area. 

Of the approximately 69,725 acres in the Devils Fence 

Herd Area, there are 49,592 acres of private lands (71 

percent); 16,231 acres of BLM (23 percent); 2,868 acres 

of state land (4 percent); 1,032 acres of USFS land (2 

percent), and 2 acres of local government land. Addi-

tionally, several fences partition this area among the 

many landowners which would further inhibit the free 

roaming nature of said horses. This area has not been 

used by, or managed to support wild horses since 1977 

due to habitat limitations, and land ownership patterns. 

In 1977 the area was closed to wild horse use and twelve 

wild horses were gathered and removed in the Devils 

Fence area in compliance with the Act. Conditions have 

changed little since 1977 when this herd was eliminated.  

Under the current situation as well as the foreseeable 

future, the Devils Fence Herd Area is not conducive for 

the long term maintenance and management of wild
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horses that would result in healthy self-sustaining wild 

horses in a thriving natural ecological balance. In order 

to manage for wild horses in this area, private land own-

ers would have to request that large portions of their 

private property be made available to the BLM, and 

private fences would have to be removed to allow ani-

mals to freely roam between land owners. Under all 

RMP alternatives the Devils Fence Herd Area would 

continue not to be managed for wild horse use, and 

therefore would not be designated herd management 

area (HMA) status.  

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC ENVIRONMENT 

Goal 1 – Provide opportunities for economic benefits 

while minimizing adverse impacts on resources and 

resource uses.  

Goal 2 – Provide for a diverse array of activities that 

result in social benefits for local residents, businesses, 

visitors, interested citizens, and future generations, while 

minimizing negative social effects.  

Goal 3 – Sustain, and where appropriate, restore the 

health of forest, rangeland, aquatic, and riparian ecosys-

tems administered by the BLM to provide a sustained 

flow of economic benefits within the capability of the 

ecosystem.  

Goal 4 – Protect visual quality, wildlife habitats, and 

recreation opportunities to sustain non-market values.  

Goal 5 – Make resource commodities available to pro-

vide a sustainable flow of economic benefits within the 

capability of the ecosystem.  

Management Common to Action 

Alternatives (B, C, and D) 

Identified Special Recreation Management Areas and 

the remaining Extensive Recreation Management Areas 

would be managed for identified user markets, activities, 

and experience levels.  

Collaborative and/or stewardship processes would be 

used in the analysis and treatment of all resources and 

uses, as possible.  

BLM would provide opportunities for traditional and 

nontraditional uses of forest and forest products by in-

corporating sound ecological principles while contribut-

ing to the economic stability of the community.  

Use of new and developing technologies and industries 

would be encouraged in achieving healthy forest, ste-

wardship, biomass utilization, and fuel management 

goals. 

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE (EJ) 

Goal – Identify and remediate to the extent possible 

disproportionate negative effects to minority or low 

income populations per Executive Order 12898 – ―Fed-

eral Action to Address Environmental Justice in Minori-

ty Populations and Low-Income Populations‖. Evaluate 

and disclose whether actions have negative consequence 

on EJ populations and avoid where practical. 

Management Common to All 

Alternatives 

Under all alternatives, BLM would evaluate and disclose 

whether actions would place a disproportionate share of 

negative environmental consequences on any particular 

populations covered by the Executive Order, and where 

practical, avoid such consequences.  

TRIBAL TREATY RIGHTS 

Goal – Accommodate treaty and legal rights of Native 

American groups in management of public lands. Tribal 

treaties affecting the Decision Area are contained in 

Appendix K – Cultural Resources. 

Management Common to All 

Alternatives 

BLM would notify and consult with tribes on BLM 

actions. Consultation and coordination would be con-

ducted on a government to government basis with feder-

ally recognized tribes. 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

BUT NOT ANALYZED IN DETAIL  

The following alternatives were considered but not ana-

lyzed in detail because they were outside of the technical 

or legal constraints of developing land use plans for 

public lands and resources.  

INCREASED MOTORIZED ACCESS  

In the context of travel planning, an alternative was 

proposed to emphasize motorized recreation in the 

Scratchgravel Hills and Marysville areas beyond cur-

rently available motorized access. This alternative was 

not analyzed in detail because it did not meet the pur-

pose and need for site-specific travel planning (to devel-

op travel plans that meet the needs of public and admin-

istrative access, are financially affordable to maintain, 

and minimize user conflicts and natural resource impacts 

associated with roads and trails) and because it entailed 

promoting public use of a number of routes for which 

BLM currently lacks legal access through private lands 

for public use. Portions of this alternative were incorpo-

rated into Alternative D where BLM has legal access 

through private lands.  

CONSTRUCTION OF A CAMPGROUND 

AND MOTORIZED TRAILHEAD IN THE 

MARYSVILLE AREA 

Construction of campgrounds and trailheads are general-

ly activity plan decisions not regularly addressed at the 

RMP scale. Construction of these facilities could follow 
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in the future if they are found to be consistent and com-

plementary to the travel plan and RMP decisions that 

will be made for the Marysville area with this RMP. 

Future decisions on whether to construct these facilities 

would consider the relative priority of these facilities 

compared to other facility construction and maintenance 

in the BFO.  

ADDITIONAL ACEC NOMINATIONS 

Jerry Johnson Creek, City of Butte Big Hole River Di-

version, Soap Gulch-Camp Creek, and High Ore Creek 

areas were nominated as ACECs. None of these areas 

were carried forward as potential ACECs because each 

failed to meet either relevance or importance criteria to 

qualify as potential ACECs (see Appendix I – ACECs).  

During the public comment period for the Draft 

RMP/EIS, public comments were received suggesting 

ACEC expansions or new ACEC designations not pre-

viously received during public scoping, and therefore 

not considered in the Draft RMP/EIS. Due to the re-

quirements for extended public review of new or ex-

panded ACEC designations, the BLM suggested to 

commenters that these proposals be re-submitted after 

finalization of the Butte RMP and that they would be 

considered as potential RMP amendments in the future if 

deemed to meet criteria for ACECs.  

MORATORIUM ON LAND EXCHANGES 

An alternative to place a moratorium on land exchanges 

was considered but eliminated from detailed study. Con-

gress, through the passage of the Federal Land Policy 

and Management Act (43 U.S. C.1716), has determined 

that land exchanges are an appropriate land management 

tool to consolidate land ownership for more efficient 

management as long as individual exchanges are deter-

mined to be in the public interest and are done within 

regulatory constraints. Appendix L – Lands includes 

criteria that would be used in evaluating potential land 

parcels involved with land exchanges.  

REDUCED LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

An alternative to substantially reduce the number of 

AUMs in some BLM grazing allotments (excluding 

allotments acquired through recent land acquisitions and 

exchanges) was considered as a means to minimize 

conflicts between livestock grazing and recreational 

users and wildlife. This alternative was not analyzed in 

detail because across all alternatives individual allot-

ments would be assessed and managed through imple-

mentation of Standards for Rangeland Health and Guide-

lines for Livestock Grazing Management.  

Adjustments to livestock management practices or lives-

tock numbers, including increases or decreases, would 

be made in accordance with the results of rangeland 

health assessments, monitoring studies, and allotment 

evaluations and interdisciplinary review. (These deci-

sions are activity plan or implementation level deci-

sions.) 

MORE OPEN ROADS/FEWER OPEN 

ROADS  

During the public comment period for the Draft 

RMP/EIS, public comments were received suggesting 

development of additional travel management alterna-

tives that provided for more open roads for motorized 

access. In contrast, comments were also received sug-

gesting alternatives for fewer open roads to reduce mo-

torized access and promote more greatly improved natu-

ral resource conditions. The BLM reviewed the travel 

management alternatives in the Draft RMP/EIS. After 

this review, the BLM believes that the process it fol-

lowed (described in Appendix A) meets the direction 

described at 43 CFR 8342 for travel planning. While the 

Preferred Alternative for three travel planning areas was 

slightly modified, the BLM believes that a reasonable 

range of alternatives has been provided in this RMP and 

that additional travel management alternatives are not 

warranted.  

ACCELERATED TIMBER MANAGEMENT 

During the public comment period for the Draft 

RMP/EIS, an alternative was suggested to accelerate 

timber management to remove dead and dying trees 

from forests and woodlands to a greater degree than 

what the BLM has proposed in any of its existing alter-

natives. In considering the specifics of the proposed 

alternative, the BLM determined that proposed treatment 

acres identified in existing alternatives would treat three 

to four times the acreage presumed in the comment. 

Given the greater degree of treatment in existing RMP 

alternatives than presumed in the proposal for the addi-

tional alternative, combined with the fact that an alterna-

tive that promotes the production of timber over other 

resources would conflict with the multiple use mandates 

of FLPMA, the BLM believes that an additional alterna-

tive is not warranted.   

COMPARISON OF 

ALTERNATIVES 

Table 2-23 presents a comparison of the main concepts 

which comprise the alternatives and the numerical con-

trast between alternatives in terms of acres affected by 

the various management prescriptions. This table is 

organized by issue and management concern as pre-

sented in Chapter 2.  

COMPARISON OF IMPACTS 

The environmental impacts of the alternatives can be 

compared by examining the key components described 

in Table 2-24. Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences 

includes a detailed description of the probable outcomes.  
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

ISSUE 1: Vegetation Communities 

General Management 

GENERAL APPROACH TO VEGETATION MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES 

Goals 

 Maintain and/or improve ecological health of woodland communities for sustainability and diversity. 

 Manage dry forest types to contain healthy stands of site-appropriate species. 

 Manage moist forest types to contain healthy stands that combine into a diversity of age classes and structure. 

 Manage old growth forest structures in a sustainable manner. 

 Minimize infestations of invasive plants and noxious weeds. 

 Manage upland vegetation communities by including a full range of herbaceous and shrub species. 

 Maintain or enhance communities of priority habitats to provide desired ecological functions and values. 

 Manage riparian and wetland communities for the appropriate composition, density and age structure. 

 Manage wetland and riparian habitats to support healthy, diverse and abundant populations of fish and associated aquatic and riparian dependent species.  

Management Common to All Alternatives 

 Treatments in dry forest types (Douglas-fir, ponderosa pine, interspersed with limber pine) would be designed to mimic pre-fire suppression conditions.  

 Emphasis would be on mechanical or hand thinning treatments in Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) areas. 

 Outside WUI areas prescribed burning would be emphasized except when not economically feasible or if effects could be detrimental to vegetation or soils. 

 Treatments in cool, moist forest types (Douglas-fir, lodgepole pine, subalpine fir, and spruce) would be focused on reducing stem densities and creating appro-

priate openings to mimic pre-fire suppression conditions.  

 In lodgepole pine stands, mechanical treatments (including timber harvest) would be used to create openings to mimic stand-replacing fire events and to rege-

nerate lodgepole pine.  

 Grassland and shrubland habitats would be treated to remove conifers that have encroached into these areas in part due to fire suppression. 

 Riparian vegetation would be treated to re-establish pre-fire suppression conifer stem densities and distribution. In areas of aspen this would include removing 

conifers.  
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

VEGETATION MANAGEMENT TOOLS 

Management Common to All Alternatives 

 Mechanical treatments including thinning small and large diameter sized trees, chipping, grinding, or piling non-commercial sized trees would be used to re-

store vegetative conditions as needed in all vegetation types. 

 Prescribed burning would be used to eliminate conifer encroachment and stimulate vegetative regrowth in grassland/shrubland habitats; and to reduce fuels, 

thin understories, recycle nutrients, and create small openings in forested vegetation types.  

 Noxious weed treatments would include hand-pulling, chemical spray, biological treatments, cultural treatments, and public outreach. 

Grasslands and Shrublands – Priority Treatment Areas 

Management Common to Action Alternatives (B, C, and D) 

 Sagebrush and grassland distribution and vigor would be restored through vegetative treatments.  

 Conifer reduction treatments could result in commercial forest products such as biomass, post and poles, and firewood.  

 Up to 850 acres of crested wheatgrass seedlings, agriculture fields and weed infestations in the McMasters and Ward Ranch acquisitions would be converted 

from non-native vegetation to native vegetation. 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

 Priority treatment areas would include 

big game winter range, sagebrush, 

bighorn sheep habitat, and the Wild-

land Urban Interface. 

Priority treatment areas would include 

big game winter range, Wildland Urban 

Interface, and current sage grouse habi-

tat. 

Priority treatment areas would include 

big game winter range, Wildland Urban 

Interface, current and historic sage-

brush habitat, forest meadows and 

parks, and bighorn sheep habitat. 

Grasslands Objectives - Proposed Range of Grassland Treatment Acres Per Decade by Major Watershed 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

Big Hole - N/A Big Hole -500 to 2,500 (of 16,344) Big Hole - 100 to 250 (of 16,344) Big Hole - 1,000 to 3,500 (of 16,344) 

Blackfoot - N/A Blackfoot - 0 to 50 (of <100) Blackfoot – 0  (of <100) Blackfoot - 0 to 100  (of <100) 

Gallatin - N/A Gallatin - 0 to 200 (of 860) Gallatin – 0 (of 860) Gallatin - 0 to 400 (of 860) 

Jefferson - N/A Jefferson - 500 to 3,000 (of 39,720) Jefferson - 400 to 500 (of 39,720) Jefferson - 1,000 to 6,000 (of 39,720) 

Missouri - N/A Missouri - 1,750 to 6,000 (of 73,965) Missouri - 750 to 1,250 (of 73,965) Missouri - 3,500 to 9,000 (of 73,965) 

Yellowstone - N/A Yellowstone - 0 to 50 (of 4,409) Yellowstone – 0  (of 4,409) Yellowstone - 0 to 50 (of 4,409) 

Total - 5,250 (of 135,398) Total - 2,750 to 11,800 (of 135,398) Total - 1,250 to 2,000 (of 135,398) Total - 5,500 to 19,050 (of 135,398) 
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

Grasslands and Shrublands continued 

Shrublands Objectives - Proposed Range of Shrubland Treatment Acres Per Decade by Major Watershed 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

Big Hole -N/A Big Hole -550 to 2,000 (of 12,126) Big Hole -150 to 450 (of 12,126) Big Hole -1,100 to 4,000 (of 12,126) 

Blackfoot - N/A (of < 100) Blackfoot - 0 to 50 (of < 100) Blackfoot – 0 (of < 100) Blackfoot - 0 to 100 (of < 100) 

Gallatin - N/A Gallatin - 0 to 50 (of < 100) Gallatin – 0 (of < 100) Gallatin - 0 to 100 (of < 100) 

Jefferson - N/A Jefferson - 300 to 1,000 (of 5,452) Jefferson - 75 to 200 (of 5,452) Jefferson - 600 to 1,500 (of 5,452) 

Missouri - N/A Missouri - 150 to 500 (of 1,714) Missouri - 25 to 100 (of 1,714) Missouri - 150 to 1,000 (of 1,714) 

Yellowstone - N/A Yellowstone - 0 to 50 (of 366) Yellowstone – 0 (of 366) Yellowstone - 0 to 100 (of 366) 

Total – 0 (of 19,858) Total - 1,000 to 3,650 (of 19,858) Total - 250 to 750 (of 19,858) Total - 1,850 to 6,800 (of 19,858) 

Grasslands and Shrublands - Revegetation Seed Mix 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

Native Seed Mixture Unless Modified 

Through NEPA 

Native or low impact, non-invasive seed 

mixtures would be used to restore vege-

tation on disturbed ground.  

Only native seed species would be 

used to restore vegetation on disturbed 

ground. 

Same as Alternative B. 

Forests and Woodlands 

Goals 

 Restore and/or maintain the health and productivity of public forests, to provide a balance of forest and woodland resource benefits to present and future gen-

erations. 

 Manage forestry resources to provide a sustained flow of local economic benefits and protect non-market economic values. 

 Management Common to All Alternatives 

 Vegetation structure, density, species composition, patch size, pattern, and distribution would be managed in a manner to reduce the occurrence of unnaturally 

large and severe wildland fires and forest insect outbreaks.  

 Stands with characteristics indicating a substantial risk of developing epidemic levels of forest insects and/or disease would be high priority for treatments to 

reduce risk. 

 BLM would continue to provide personal use firewood and Christmas tree cutting permits offered cooperatively with the Forest Service, valid for wood collec-

tion from BLM and National Forest lands.  

 Salvage of forest products resulting from wildland fire, prescribed fire, forest insects, and disease, weather induced or other forest mortality events would be 

considered. 

 Timber salvage project areas would consist of small openings, thinning between openings, and retention patches. In the event of large-scale disturbances, 

patches of dead and dying forest would be maintained for wildlife dependent upon this type of habitat.  
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

 In all areas with dead and dying trees, tree cutting would be allowed to provide for human safety, fire rehabilitation, and forest or stream restoration activities. 

 Tractor logging would generally be limited to slopes with average gradients of less than 40 percent and the season of logging would be limited to reduce soil 

compaction and rutting.  

 Mechanical treatments would be laid out to minimize risk of windthrow, and shelterwood harvests would be made to improve genetic composition of regene-

rated stands.  

 Whenever possible, openings larger than 20 acres resulting from forest treatments or disturbance events would be planted when natural regeneration does not 

occur at desired levels within 15 years or cannot be reasonably expected in 5 to 15 years.  

Management Common to Action Alternatives (B, C, and D) 

 Natural disturbance regimes would be maintained or mimicked so that plant communities are resilient when periodic outbreaks of insects, disease, and wild-

land fire occur.  

 Vegetation manipulation projects would be designed to minimize impacts to wildlife habitat and improve it when possible.  

 Forest management would emphasize old forest structures, snag management, and large diameter trees for cavity nesters where appropriate. 

      The BLM would strive to maintain and/or restore stands with old forest structure within historic range of variability to maintain and/or enhance habitat for old 

growth dependent species. 

 BLM would design fire restoration/rehabilitation standards on a case-by-case basis, compatible with landscape resource management objectives and long-term 

(25-year) vegetation health protection and fuels management.  

FOREST PRODUCTS 

 In all action alternatives, commercial harvest of forest products would normally be associated with vegetative restoration (including forest health) and fuels 

treatments and would be designed to meet objectives for forest management, wildlife habitat management, fire hazard reduction, hazard tree removal, special 

status species management, visuals, recreation, and travel management.  

 Special forest and range products would be managed according to sustainability limits and where consistent with other resource management objectives.  

 Residual stands left by disturbance events would be maintained to provide for natural regeneration and diversity of forest systems. 

 Firewood cutting would not be allowed in WSAs. 

Forests and Woodlands (Dry Forest) Objectives – Proposed Range of Dry Forest Treatment Acres Per Decade by Major Watershed 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

Big Hole - N/A Big Hole - 1,150 to 2,500 (of 19,905) Big Hole - 250 to 650 (of 19,905) Big Hole - 2,000 to 3,500 (of 19,905) 

Blackfoot - N/A Blackfoot - 0 to 100 (of 368) Blackfoot – 0 (of 368) Blackfoot - 0 to 200 (of 368) 

Gallatin - N/A Gallatin - 0 to 150 (of 533) Gallatin – 0 (of 533) Gallatin - 0 to 300 (of 533) 

Jefferson - N/A Jefferson - 1,000 to 4,000 (of 31,936) Jefferson - 650 to 1,450 (of 31,936) Jefferson - 2,000 to 5,000 (of 31,936) 

Missouri - N/A Missouri - 1,900 to 7,000 (of 59,988) Missouri - 1,150 to 2,700 (of 59,988) Missouri - 3,000 to 7,700 (of 59,988) 

Yellowstone - N/A  Yellowstone - 100 to 1,000 (of 2,196) Yellowstone – 0 (of 2,196) Yellowstone - 300 to 1,500 (of 2,196) 

Total - 5,100 (of 114,926) Total - 4,150 to 14,750 (of 114,926) Total - 2,050 to 4,800 (of 114,926) Total - 7,300 to 18,200 (of 114,926) 
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

Forests and Woodlands (Cool, Moist Forest) Objectives - Proposed Range of Cool, Moist Forest Treatment Acres  

Per Decade by Major Watershed 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

Big Hole - N/A Big Hole - 200 to 1,600 (of 9,868) Big Hole - 20 to 200 (of 9,868) Big Hole - 400 to 1,800 (of 9,868) 

Blackfoot - N/A Blackfoot - 0 to 100 (of <500) Blackfoot – 0 (of <500) Blackfoot - 0 to 150 (of <500) 

Gallatin - N/A Gallatin - 0 to 50 (of <100) Gallatin – 0 (of <100) Gallatin - 0 to 100 (of <100) 

Jefferson - N/A Jefferson - 50 to 300 (of 2,059) Jefferson - 5 to 50 (of 2,059) Jefferson - 50 to 500 (of 2,059) 

Missouri - N/A Missouri - 200 to 1,600 (of 7,165) Missouri - 20 to 275 (of 7,165) Missouri - 500 to 2,300 (of 7,165) 

Yellowstone - N/A Yellowstone - 0 to 100 (of 551) Yellowstone - 5 to 25 (of 551) Yellowstone - 50 to 200 (of 551) 

Total - 2,400 (of 20,243)  Total - 450 to 3,750(of 20,243) Total - 50 to 550 (of 20,243) Total - 1,000 to 5,050 (of 20,243) 

Forests and Woodlands (Forest Products Objectives) - Probable Sale Quantity 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

Probable Sale Quantity would be 12 to 

27 MMBF (40,000 to 97,000 CCF) per 

decade. 

Probable Sale Quantity would be 9 to 

25 MMBF (33,000 to 91,000 CCF) per 

decade. 

Probable Sale Quantity would be 5 to 

12 MMBF (19,000 to 41,000 CCF) per 

decade. 

Probable Sale Quantity would be 10 to 

30 MMBF (36,000 to 107,000 CCF) 

per decade. 

Forests and Woodlands (Forest Products) - Small Sales 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

The following permit types and esti-

mated quantities would be anticipated 

to be permitted per decade under the 

small sales program: 

 350 Permits: 

 4,500 Christmas Trees 

 750 Cords Firewood 

 1,650 MBF Sawtimber (Included  

with PSQ) 

 55 CCF Post, poles, biomass, other 

woody materials 

The following permit types and esti-

mated quantities would be anticipated 

to be permitted per decade under the 

small sales program:  

 450 Permits: 

 5,500 Christmas Trees 

 1,000 Cords Firewood 

 2,100 MBF Sawtimber (Included  

with PSQ) 

 77 CCF Post, poles, biomass, other 

woody materials 

The following permit types and esti-

mated quantities would be anticipated 

to be permitted per decade under the 

small sales program:   

 150 Permits: 

 4,500 Christmas Trees 

 50 Cords Firewood 

 500 MBF Sawtimber (Included 

with PSQ) 

 55 CCF Post, poles, biomass, other 

woody  materials 

The following permit types and esti-

mated quantities would be anticipated 

to be permitted per decade under the 

small sales program:   

 600 Permits: 

 9,000 Christmas Trees 

 1,500 Cords Firewood 

 5,200 MBF Sawtimber (Included  

with PSQ)     

 105 CCF Post, poles, biomass, 

other woody materials 
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

Forests and Woodlands (Forest Products) - Small Sales/Firewood Cutting 
Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

Removal of dead, down, or green trees 

for firewood could be allowed.  

Unless specifically designated, stand-

ing dead or down wood may be taken 

as firewood. At times, BLM could 

designate specific areas for firewood 

cutting of live trees to meet other re-

source objectives. 

No standing dead trees or down wood 

would be allowed to be removed for 

firewood unless authorized in designat-

ed areas. Live trees could be removed 

for firewood in designated locations, 

and the joint firewood permit system 

used by BLM and the USDA Forest 

Service could not be used.  

Same as Alternative B.  

No diameter limits for firewood cutting 

are prescribed.  

No dead trees > 24" DBH would be 

allowed to be taken as firewood. 

No live trees >20" DBH would be 

allowed to be taken as firewood. 

Same as Alternative B. 

No related action. Firewood cutting would not be allowed 

within 100’ of live (year-long flow) 

streams. Firewood cutting would not be 

allowed within 50’ of intermittent 

streams. 

Firewood cutting would not be allowed 

within 200’ of live (year-long flow) 

streams. Firewood cutting would not be 

allowed within 100’ of intermittent 

streams. 

Firewood would not be allowed to be 

cut within 100 feet of live (yearlong 

flow) streams or within 50 feet of in-

termittent streams or within the 

Streamside Management Zone, whi-

chever width is greatest. 

Forests and Woodlands (Forest Products) - Timber Salvage 
Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

Salvage may proceed without prescrip-

tive restrictions for species dependant 

on dead and dying forests or species 

dependant on down woody materials, 

but will continue to be subject to other 

restrictions, resource protections or 

special management considerations 

required for all forest management 

activities under Alternative A. 

When salvage is proposed in dead and 

dying forests, contiguous acres of un-

disturbed standing and down woody 

material would be retained in adequate 

amounts for those wildlife species that 

depend on this type of habitat.  

Outside of the contiguous areas identi-

fied for retention, harvest treatments 

may include:  1) forest openings appro-

priate for the site and retention patches 

of uncut dead and dying trees; or 2) 

forest openings appropriate for the site 

with selective thinning between open-

ings and retention patches of uncut 

dead and dying trees; or 3) selective 

thinning and retention patches of uncut 

dead and dying trees. 

Where contiguous acres of dead and 

dying forest exceed 1,000 acres, 50 

percent of the area would be main-

tained as retention. Harvest treatments 

within the remaining project area may 

include:  1) creation of forest openings, 

2) selective thinning between openings 

and 3) 50 percent total retention across 

the harvest treatment area.  

Where contiguous acres of dead and 

dying forest exceed 1,000 acres, 30 

percent of the area would be main-

tained as retention. Harvest treatments 

within the remaining project area may 

include:  1) creation of forest openings, 

2) selective thinning between openings, 

and 3) no retention requirements within 

harvest treatment area. 
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

Forests and Woodlands (Forest Products) - Road Access 
Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

Roads would be constructed to the 

minimum standards necessary to re-

move the timber, unless the roads 

would be needed for other public pur-

poses requiring a higher standard. 

If needed, up to 5.5 miles of new per-

manent roads could be constructed per 

year to provide access for treatments. 

Some new permanent roads may be 

built for long-term management of 

areas where multiple entries would be 

necessary to meet objectives. New road 

construction would be kept to a mini-

mum. Temporary road construction 

would also be kept to a minimum, and 

temporary roads would be decommis-

sioned within one year of project com-

pletion. Refer to temporary roads defi-

nition in glossary.  

Forest treatments would occur in areas 

already accessible by the current road 

system. No new permanent roads 

would be constructed. Temporary road 

construction would be kept to a mini-

mum. Temporary roads would be de-

commissioned within 1 year of project 

completion. Refer to temporary roads 

definition in glossary.  

Some new permanent roads may be 

built for long-term management of 

areas where multiple entries would be 

necessary to meet objectives. New road 

construction, however, would be kept 

to a minimum. Some new permanent 

roads could be left open to the public if 

travel plan objectives for the area are 

met. Temporary road construction 

would be kept to a minimum. Refer to 

temporary roads definition in glossary.  

Riparian Vegetation 

Management Common to All Alternatives 

 At the Field Office scale, management would restore and improve riparian areas and wetlands. Riparian areas that are functioning at risk would be a high 

priority for restoration. 

 Authorized activities within riparian areas would strive to maintain and restore riparian structure and function, benefit fish and riparian-dependant species, en-

hance conservation of organisms that depend on the transition zone between upslope and the stream, and maintain or improve the connectivity of travel and 

dispersal corridors for terrestrial animals and plants.  

 Forested riparian habitats would be managed to accelerate the development of mature forest communities to promote shade, bank stability, and woody debris 

recruitment. Late-successional riparian vegetation would be promoted in amounts and distribution similar to historic conditions.  

 The Montana Streamside Management Zone law would be followed as a minimum to protect riparian resources.  

 Riparian communities, habitat, and associated uplands would be treated and restored through implementation of livestock grazing guidelines to meet Land 

Health Standards. 

Management Common to Action Alternatives (B, C, and D) 

 Riparian areas would be managed to provide the amount and distribution of large, woody material characteristic of natural aquatic and riparian ecosystems. 

Trees may be felled in riparian areas when they pose a safety risk or are needed to enhance riparian function/condition. Felled trees would be kept on site when 

needed to meet woody debris objectives.  

 BLM would cooperate with federal, tribal, and state wildlife management agencies and private landowners to identify activities that prevent meeting riparian 

standards. In cooperation with those agencies, projects or management measures would be designed to minimize impacts.  

 Mechanical or hand cutting and/or prescribed burning would be used to remove competing conifers from riparian ecosystems, including aspen clones. Com-

modity removal of juniper would be encouraged. 
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

Riparian Vegetation – Riparian Management Zones (RMZs) 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

Managed per the Montana Streamside 

Management Zone Law. 

RMZs from the edge of the aquatic 

habitat would be established as fol-

lows: 

RMZs from the edge of the aquatic 

habitat would be established as fol-

lows: 

Same as Alternative A. 

 

Forested Areas  

Streams, lakes, ponds, and reservoirs 

containing fish:  The RMZ would con-

sist of the water body and a zone lo-

cated on all sides of the water body.  

Forested Areas  

Streams, lakes, ponds, and reservoirs 

containing fish:  The RMZ would con-

sist of the water body and a zone lo-

cated on all sides of the water body.  

 

 

This zone would extend from the outer 

edges of the bankfull channel (average 

high water mark), full pool, or adjacent 

wetland a distance equal to the height 

of two site-potential trees. (Site poten-

tial tree height – within forested areas 

would be the average maximum poten-

tial height of dominant trees, in the 

RMZ).  

This zone would extend from the outer 

edges of the bankfull channel, full pool, 

or adjacent wetland a distance equal to 

the top of the inner gorge, or the outer 

edge of the 100-year floodplain, or 300 

feet slope distance, whichever is great-

est. 

 

 

Perennial non-fish bearing streams:  

The RMZ would consist of the stream 

and a zone located on both sides of the 

channel. This zone would extend from 

the outer edges of the bankfull channel 

(or adjacent wetland) a distance equal 

to one site-potential tree height. 

Perennial non-fish bearing streams:  

The RMZ would consist of the stream 

and a zone located on both sides of the 

channel. This zone would extend from 

the outer edges of the bankfull channel 

(or adjacent wetland) a distance equal 

to the top of the inner gorge, the outer 

edge of the 100 year floodplain, or 150 

feet slope distance whichever is great-

est.  

 

 

Non-fish bearing ponds, lakes, reser-

voirs, or wetlands greater than 1 acre:  

The RMZ would extend from the outer 

edge of the full pool or wetland a dis-

tance equal to one site-potential tree 

height or to the edge of seasonally 

saturated soil or wetland vegetation, 

whichever is greater.  

Non-fish bearing ponds, lakes, reser-

voirs, or wetlands greater than 1 acre:  

The RMZ would extend 150 feet slope 

distance from the outer edge of the full 

pool or wetland. This area would also 

include all moderately and highly unst-

able areas. 
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

Riparian Vegetation – Riparian Management Zones (RMZs) – continued 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

 

Intermittent streams and wetlands less 

than 1 acre:  The RMZ would consist 

of the water body and a zone located on 

all sides of the water body. This zone 

would extend at least 50 feet from the 

outer edges of the bankfull channel or 

adjacent wetland. 

Intermittent streams and wetlands less 

than 1 acre:  The RMZ would consist 

of the water body and a zone located on 

all sides of the water body. This zone 

would extend at least 50 feet slope 

distance from the outer edges of the 

bankfull channel or wetland. 

 

 

Non-forested Areas 

For fish-bearing and non-fish bearing 

streams, lakes, ponds, and reservoirs: 

the RMZ would consist of the water 

body and a zone located on all sides of 

the water body. This zone would ex-

tend from the outer edges of the bank-

full channel (average high-water mark), 

full pool, or adjacent wetland a dis-

tance that encompasses the active 

floodplain. The RMZ would extend 50 

feet above the break in slope leading 

down from the lowest terrace to the 

floodplain, or in segments where trees 

are present, to a distance equal to 1 

site-potential tree height from the edge 

of the feature, whichever is greatest. 

Non-forested Areas 

Perennial fish-bearing and non fish-

bearing streams or wetlands larger than 

1 acre:  The RMZ would consist of the 

water body and a zone located on all 

sides of the water body. This zone 

would extend from the outer edges of 

the bankfull channel, full pool, or adja-

cent wetland a distance that encom-

passes the active floodplain. RMZs 

would extend 150 feet above the break 

in slope leading down from the lowest 

terrace to the floodplain. 

 

 

Intermittent streams and wetlands less 

than 1 acre:   RMZs would be 50 feet 

from the edge of wetland vegetation or 

active stream channel as indicated by 

riparian vegetation, saturated soil, or 

water. The criteria for selecting the 

width may be different for each side of 

the water body. 

Intermittent streams and wetlands less 

than 1 acre:  The RMZ would consist 

of the water body and a zone located on 

all sides of the water body. This zone 

would extend at least 50 feet from the 

outer edges of the bankfull channel or 

wetland. 
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

Riparian Vegetation Objectives - Proposed Range of Riparian Vegetation Treatment Acres Per Decade by Major Watershed 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

Big Hole - N/A Big Hole - 50 to 200 (of 3,139) Big Hole - 20 to 50 (of 3,139) Big Hole - 75 to 650 (of 3,139) 

Blackfoot - N/A Blackfoot - 0 to 40 (of 92) Blackfoot – 0 (of 92) Blackfoot - 0 to 40 (of 92) 

Gallatin - N/A Gallatin - 0 to 10 (of 22) Gallatin – 0 (of 22) Gallatin - 0 to 10 (of 22) 

Jefferson - N/A Jefferson - 50 to 200 (of 2,846) Jefferson - 20 to 50 (of 2,846) Jefferson - 75 to 300 (of 2,846) 

Missouri - N/A Missouri - 100 to 200 (of 4,651) Missouri - 35 to 100 (of 4,651) Missouri - 150 to 600 (of 4,651) 

Yellowstone - N/A Yellowstone - 0 to 50 (of 350) Yellowstone – 0 (of 350) Yellowstone - 0 to 100 (of 350) 

Total – 30 (of 11,100) Total - 200 to 700 (of 11,100) Total - 75 to 200 (of 11,100) Total - 300 to 1,700 (of 11,100) 

Note:  Treatment acres are by mechanical and prescribed burning methods. For Alternative A, this treatment figure is a continuation of what has occurred; however, the current plan 

allows treatment in all riparian areas subject to other management constraints. 

Riparian Vegetation – Aspen  

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

No related action. Where the primary project objective is 

aspen restoration, treated aspen stands 

would be fenced from livestock and 

wildlife when recovery could be sup-

pressed by grazing and browsing. Fenc-

ing could consist of using native, on-

site materials as barriers. 

The structure and composition of aspen 

stands would be determined by natural 

processes or treated opportunistically 

through other projects. Treated aspen 

stands would be fenced from livestock 

grazing and, if necessary, wildlife 

grazing, and browsing. There would be 

an emphasis on using native, on-site 

materials for ―natural‖ barriers. 

Same as Alternative B. 

Livestock Grazing 

Goals 

 Manage for a sustainable level of livestock grazing while meeting or progressing toward Land Health Standards. 

 Maintain, restore, or enhance BLM rangelands to meet the Land Health Standards.  

 Manage livestock grazing to provide a sustained flow of local economic benefits and protect non-market economic values.  
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

Livestock Grazing continued 

Management Common to All Alternatives 

 Livestock grazing would be managed through Implementation of Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing.  

 Cooperatively managed allotments with the USFS and Dillon Field Office would continue under existing Memoranda of Understanding. Applications for un-

leased allotments and vacant available lands would be considered on a case-by-case basis.  

 Adjustments to livestock management practices or livestock numbers would be made based on results of monitoring studies, rangeland health assessments, 

allotment evaluations, and interdisciplinary review. 

 Functional wildlife escape ramps would be installed and maintained on all water tanks on BLM lands. 

 Grazing practices in riparian areas that retard or prevent attainment of riparian goals or proper functioning condition would be modified. 

 New fences would be built to standard BLM wildlife specifications to allow wildlife passage 

 Livestock grazing guidelines for residual cover and monitoring of forage utilization in new or revised Allotment Management Plans would be developed. 

 No new term grazing permits would be authorized on river islands. 

 Water developments for livestock generally would not be established in areas where significant conflicts with wildlife forage and habitat occur. 

 Sufficient forage and cover would be provided for wildlife on seasonal habitat. 

Management Common to Action Alternatives (B, C, and D) 

 For allotments without specific management objectives, the utilization level as measured at the end of the grazing season would not exceed 55 percent on non-

native seedlings and 45 percent on native herbaceous forage plants. 

 Grazing uses on lands proposed for acquisition would be considered on a case-by-case basis based on the values identified for the acquisition. 

 No new kind of livestock conversions from sheep or cattle to horses would be allowed on existing allotments smaller than 160 acres. 

 BLM would develop and implement appropriate grazing strategies in grizzly bear distribution zones. 

Livestock Grazing – Allowable Use 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

Livestock grazing would be allowed on 

about 278,000 acres. The amount of 

forage available on these lands would 

be 25,677 Animal Unit Months 

(AUMs). 

Livestock grazing would be allowed on 

about 270,000 acres of public land. The 

amount of forage available on these 

lands would be 24,710 AUMs active 

use and 1,312 AUMs forage reserve, 

temporary non-renewable AUMs. 

Livestock grazing would be allowed on 

about 262,000 acres of public land. The 

amount of forage available on these 

lands would be 24,710 AUMs active 

use and 936 AUMs forage reserve, 

temporary non-renewable AUMs. 

Same As Alternative A 
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

Livestock Grazing - McMasters/Spokane Hills Areas 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

After the current permittee ceases li-

vestock grazing, the McMaster Hills 

and Spokane Hills individual allot-

ments would become vacant and avail-

able to qualified applicants per the 

grazing regulations. These allotments 

would be administered like all other 

existing allotments. 

After the current permittee ceases li-

vestock grazing, the McMaster Hills 

and Spokane Hills individual allot-

ments would become forage reserve 

allotments. Use would be authorized on 

a temporary, nonrenewable basis. 

Same as Alternative B. Same as Alternative A. 

Livestock Grazing - Indian Creek/Iron Mask Areas 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

The existing Indian Creek allotment 

(2,215 acres and 376 AUMS) would be 

expanded up to an additional 5,566 

acres and 700 AUMS by the Iron Mask 

acquisition. The Indian Creek allotment 

would be available to qualified appli-

cants per the grazing regulations. This 

allotment would be administered like 

all other existing allotments. 

The existing Indian Creek allotment 

would be expanded up to 5,566 addi-

tional acres and 700 AUMS by the Iron 

Mask acquisition. The allotment would 

be managed as a forage reserve allot-

ment. Use would be authorized on a 

temporary, nonrenewable basis. 

The existing Indian Creek allotment 

(2,215 acres and 376 AUMS) as well as 

any lands acquired from the Iron Mask 

acquisition would be unavailable for 

grazing lease or permit. 

 

Same as Alternative A. 

Livestock Grazing – Centennial Gulch Area 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

The Medicine Rock riparian areas 

would not be available for prescription 

livestock grazing. The Centennial 

Gulch (Ward Ranch) allotment would 

be available to qualified applicants per 

the grazing regulations.  

The Centennial Gulch (Ward Ranch) 

allotment and Medicine Rock (North-

east Helena) riparian area would only 

be available for prescription livestock 

grazing to meet specific resource ob-

jectives.  

Same as Alternative B. Same as Alternative A. 
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

Livestock Grazing – Relinquished Allotments 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

Allotments where grazing preference is 

relinquished would remain available 

for livestock grazing leases or permits. 

After the current permittee ceases lives-

tock grazing, the McMaster Hills and 

Spokane Hills individual allotments 

would be established as forage reserve 

allotments (an allotment without a term 

grazing permit that is grazed on a tem-

porary nonrenewable basis. This type of 

allotment would be used to provide 

temporary grazing to rest other areas 

following wildfire, habitat treatments, 

or to allow for more rapid attainment of 

rangeland health). Forage reserve al-

lotments would be managed to meet, or 

move toward meeting, land health stan-

dards. Use would be authorized on a 

temporary, nonrenewable basis. The 

amount of use would be determined by 

the BFO. Applicants would be required 

to meet qualifications per the grazing 

regulations, and show the ability and 

commitment to repair and maintain 

improvements and infrastructure. The 

BFO would rank qualified applicants 

according to the following criteria in 

priority order: 

1. Implementing projects or vegeta-

tion management on BLM lands.  

2. Facilitating a change in manage-

ment to improve resource condi-

tions on BLM allotments. 

3. Accommodating permittees or les-

sees displaced by natural causes 

(i.e. wildland fire, drought, insect 

infestations, etc.) 

The criteria found at 43 CFR §4130.1-2 

(USDI-BLM 2006a) when conflicting 

applications are submitted. 

Same as Alternative B. Same as Alternative A. 
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

Livestock Grazing – Rest from Grazing Before Prescribed Burning 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

Rest from livestock grazing in areas 

identified for prescribed burning would 

be determined through site-specific 

interdisciplinary planning and NEPA 

processes. 

Areas identified for prescribed burning 

would be rested from livestock grazing 

up to one year prior to treatment if 

necessary to produce fine fuels to carry 

the burn, and for a minimum of two 

growing seasons following treatment to 

promote recovery of vegetation. Lives-

tock rest for more or less than two 

growing seasons could be justified on a 

case-by-case basis.  

Areas identified for prescribed burning 

would be rested from livestock grazing 

up to one year prior to treatment if 

necessary to produce fine fuels to carry 

the burn, and for a minimum of two 

growing seasons following treatment to 

promote recovery of vegetation.  

Areas identified for prescribed burning 

would be rested from livestock grazing 

prior to treatment if necessary to pro-

duce fine fuels to carry the burn, and 

for a minimum of one growing season 

following treatment to promote recov-

ery of vegetation. Livestock rest for 

more than one growing season could be 

justified on a case-by-case basis. 

Livestock Grazing – Adjustments 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

Forage and cover requirements would 

be incorporated into allotment man-

agement plans and would be specific to 

areas of primary wildlife use. 

Grazing practices would be adjusted to 

protect or enhance fish and wildlife 

habitat when livestock grazing is a 

contributing factor to not meeting land 

health standards. 

Guidelines for residual ground cover 

would be developed in Allotment Man-

agement Plans. Forage utilization 

would be monitored. 

Same as Alternative B. 

Livestock Grazing - Exclosures 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

No related action. Range projects would be maintained as 

long as needed to meet management 

objectives. Maintenance would be 

assigned to grazing permittees, other 

authorized public land users, or the 

BLM. Routine maintenance would be 

completed according to the mainten-

ance schedule per the terms and condi-

tions of existing cooperative agree-

ments.  

Currently existing exclosures would be 

maintained free from livestock grazing. 

Exclosures would be maintained an-

nually before livestock turnout and 

would be monitored to compare differ-

ences between grazed and ungrazed 

areas. 

Currently existing exclosures would be 

maintained free from livestock grazing. 

Exclosures would be checked and 

maintained every five years. 



 

 

T
ab

le 2
-2

3
 

1
2

0
  

B
u

tte P
ro

p
o

sed
 R

M
P

/F
in

a
l E

IS
 

Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

Livestock Grazing -  Bighorn Sheep 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

Existing Instruction Memorandum 98-

140 (USDI-BLM 1998b) would be 

followed to protect wild sheep. 

No change in livestock conversions 

from cattle to domestic sheep or goats 

would be allowed in allotments within 

occupied wild sheep habitat.  

New sheep and goat allotments or 

conversions from cattle to sheep or 

goats would be permitted a minimum 

of 5 miles from known bighorn sheep 

habitat. This distance would be greater 

if deemed necessary through site-

specific analysis.  

Goats and sheep could be used for 

weed control on winter ranges when 

wild sheep are absent. 

No change in livestock conversions 

from cattle to domestic sheep or goats 

would be allowed in allotments within 

occupied wild sheep habitat.  

New sheep and goat allotments or 

conversions from cattle to sheep or 

goats would be permitted a minimum 

of 9 miles from known bighorn sheep 

habitat. This distance would be greater 

if deemed necessary through site spe-

cific analysis.  

Goats and sheep could be used for 

weed control on winter ranges when 

wild sheep are absent. 

The existing Instruction Memorandum 

98-140 (USDI-BLM 1998b) would be 

followed to protect wild sheep. Goats 

and sheep could be used for weed con-

trol on winter ranges when wild sheep 

are absent.  

 

 To minimize contact with bighorn 

sheep, domestic sheep and goats used 

for weed control would only be al-

lowed to graze for up to 1 month near 

occupied bighorn sheep habitat and 

there would be a minimum buffer of 2 

miles between domestic and wild 

sheep. Bedding grounds would be at 

least 4 miles from known bighorn 

sheep habitat. The use of domestic 

sheep and goats would only be allowed 

from 5/1 to 7/31, unless coordinated 

with MFWP. A herder would be re-

quired to be on site at all times and be 

able to communicate with the BLM, 

the herd owner and MFWP. If bighorn 

sheep and domestic sheep and goats 

come into contact, the herder would be 

required to contact the BLM and 

MFWP immediately. 

To minimize contact with bighorn 

sheep, domestic sheep and goats used 

for weed control would only be al-

lowed to graze for up to two weeks 

near occupied bighorn sheep habitat 

and there would be a minimum buffer 

of 4 miles between domestic and wild 

sheep. Bedding grounds would be at 

least 6 miles from known bighorn 

sheep habitat. The use of domestic 

sheep and goats would only be allowed 

from 5/15 to 7/15 unless coordinated 

with MFWP. A herder would be re-

quired to be on site at all times and be 

able to communicate with the BLM, 

the herd owner and MFWP. If bighorn 

sheep and domestic sheep and goats 

come into contact, the herder would be 

required to contact the BLM and 

MFWP immediately. 

To minimize contact with bighorn 

sheep, domestic sheep and goats used 

for weed control would only be al-

lowed to graze for up to 1 month near 

occupied bighorn sheep habitat and 

there would be a minimum buffer of 2 

miles between domestic and wild 

sheep. Bedding grounds would be at 

least 4 miles from known bighorn 

sheep habitat. The use of domestic 

sheep and goats would only be allowed 

from 5/1 to 7/31 unless coordinated 

with MFWP. A herder would be re-

quired to be on site at all times and be 

able to communicate with the BLM, 

the herd owner and MFWP. If bighorn 

sheep and domestic sheep and goats 

come into contact, the herder would be 

required to contact the BLM and 

MFWP immediately. 
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

Wildland Fire Management 

Goals 

 Provide an appropriate management response to all wildland fires, emphasizing firefighter and public safety. 

 Move toward restoring and maintaining desired ecological conditions consistent with appropriate fire regimes.  

 Minimize the adverse effects of fire on resources, resource uses, and wildland-urban interface. 

 Promote seamless fire management planning across jurisdictions within the boundaries of the BFO. 

 Protect life and property by treating hazardous fuels on BLM lands near Wildland Urban Interface. 

Management Common to All Alternatives 

 The Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest, Helena National Forest, Gallatin National Forest, and the State of Montana DNRC would implement fire prepa-

redness, prevention, and suppression on BLM administered lands through the interagency offset and six party fire protection agreements. 

 Use of retardant in Wilderness Areas or WSAs would be avoided and would require line officer approval. 

 Use of heavy equipment would be restricted to areas outside of Wilderness or WSAs.  

 Minimum Impact Suppression Tactics would be used when working in a Wilderness Area or WSAs, following the Interim Management Policy and Guidelines 

for Lands under Wilderness Review (BLM Handbook H-8550-1). BLM would manage naturally ignited wildland fires in the Elkhorn Mountain units under the 

prescription guidelines established in the Elkhorn Mountains Fire Management Plan. 

 Fire Management activities (wildland fire, fuels, and fire mitigation, education and prevention) would be prioritized by their risk of life and property across the 

Planning Area. Fires that are adjacent to or near WUI would have highest priority for fire suppression. 

 Fire management activities would be designed and implemented in a manner that meets, or moves toward meeting Land Health Standards. Wildland fire man-

agement activities would be conducted to meet or move toward meeting Land Health Standards when compliant with the standards for fire operations. 

 Emergency fire rehabilitation funds may be used to:   

a. Protect life, property, and soil, water and vegetation resources.  

b. Prevent unacceptable onsite or offsite damage.  

c. Facilitate meeting land use plan goals and other federal laws.  

d. Reduce the invasion and establishment of undesirable or invasive vegetation. 

 Incident bases, camps, helibases, staging areas, and other incident management activities would be located outside of riparian areas. If unavoidable, an exemp-

tion could be made by a resource advisor. 

 BLM would implement management actions that maintain or move plant communities to the historic fire regime and condition classes. In areas where the en-

vironment has changed substantially and a return to historic conditions is not possible or ecologically desirable, the appropriate fire regime would be deter-

mined based on current management.  

 BLM would provide assistance to communities in developing and maintaining community wildland fire protection plans. 
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

Wildland Fire Management - continued 

Management Common to Action Alternatives (B, C, and D) 

 Priority of fire management activities would be placed on fuels reduction in WUI areas in conjunction with completed Community Wildfire Protection Plans. 

 Fire management activities outside of the WUI areas would use Fire Regime, Condition Class (FRCC) to determine level of fuels treatments.  

 Fire management would focus on maintaining fire dependent ecosystems and restoring or maintaining those areas outside their natural balance through me-

chanical, chemical, and/or prescribed fire treatments. 

 Spread of non-native invasive aquatic species as well as additional resource values would be addressed in the Butte Field Office Fire Management Plan to be 

revised after finalization of this RMP.  

Fire Management Response 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

The BLM administered ground is cur-

rently is managed under A, B, and C 

FMU designations (for description of 

FMU designations see Chapter 2). 

Approximately 7,300 acres would be 

designated in an A FMU, 36,700 acres 

would be designated in a B FMU, and 

258,200 acres would be designated in a 

C FMU. 

BLM administered ground would be 

managed under B and C FMU designa-

tions (for description of FMU designa-

tions see Chapter 2) based on water-

sheds. No acres would be designated in 

an A FMU, 52,000 acres would be 

designated in a B FMU, and 255,000 

acres would be designated in a C FMU. 

BLM administered ground would be 

managed under A, B and C FMU de-

signations (for description of FMU 

designations see Chapter 2) based on 

watersheds. Approximately 41,000 

acres would be designated in an A 

FMU, 23,000 acres would be designat-

ed in a B FMU, and 243,000 acres 

would be designated in a C FMU. 

BLM administered ground would be 

managed under B, C, and D FMU 

designations (for description of FMU 

designations see Chapter 2) based on 

watersheds. No acres would be desig-

nated in an A FMU, 42,000acres would 

be designated in a B FMU, 82,000 

acres would be designated in a C FMU, 

and 183,000 acres would be designated 

in a D FMU. 

Fire - Timing Periods 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

No related action. Management-ignited prescribed fire 

would not be conducted between May 

1 and August 30 to protect nesting 

migratory birds, unless breeding bird 

surveys document low potential im-

pacts to breeding birds. 

Vegetation treatments, including man-

agement-ignited prescribed fire and 

mechanical treatments would not be 

conducted between May 1 and August 

30 to protect nesting migratory birds, 

unless breeding bird surveys document 

low potential impacts to breeding birds. 

Same as Alternative A. 
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

Fire - Habitat w/in Burn Patches 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

No related action. In grassland/shrubland habitats, BLM 

would plan for prescribed burns that do 

not consume above-ground vegetation 

on more than 80 percent (on average) 

of each unit by surface area. 

In grassland/shrubland habitats, BLM 

would plan for prescribed burns that do 

not consume above-ground vegetation 

on more than 60 percent (on average) 

of each unit by surface area. 

In grassland/shrubland habitats, BLM 

would plan for prescribed burns that do 

not consume above-ground vegetation 

on more than 90 percent (on average) 

of each unit by surface area. 

Fire - Fire Retardant 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

No related action. Delivery of chemical retardant, foam or 

additives to live streams would be 

avoided. Maps of fish bearing streams 

would be developed for use in initial 

attack of wildland fires. 

Use of chemical retardant foam, or 

additives over live streams would only 

occur if there a risk to human life and 

safety. 

Delivery of chemical retardant, foam or 

additives to live streams would be 

avoided. 

Fire - Fish Screens 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

No related action. Fish screens (1/8 inch diameter holes) 

on hoses would be required when re-

moving water from fish bearing 

streams during fire management activi-

ties. 

Same as Alternative B. Same as Alternative A. 

Noxious Weeds 

Goal 

 Minimize infestations of invasive plants and noxious weeds.  

Management Common to All Alternatives 

 Weed management would utilize Integrated Weed Management and work within federal, state, and county guidelines, laws, statutes, plans, and regulations to 

minimize infestations of invasive plants and noxious weeds. 

 Management would continue to work cooperatively and coordinate with county, state, and federal agencies, weed management areas, and private landowners 

and organizations. 

 Weed management prescriptions would be included in all new treatment projects and incorporated, where possible, into existing contracts, agreements and 

land use authorizations which would result in ground disturbing activities.  

 Weed seed free forage (hay, grains, cubes, pelletized feeds, straw, and mulch) would be used on BLM lands. 

 Monitoring would evaluate weed management activities at project and field office levels. 

 All weed treatment ranges represent only 10 to 15 percent treatment of new acres. The remainder would be repeat treatments on the same infestations. 



 

 

T
ab

le 2
-2

3
 

1
2

4
  

B
u

tte P
ro

p
o

sed
 R

M
P

/F
in

a
l E

IS
 

Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

Noxious Weeds - continued 

Management Common to Action Alternatives (B, C, and D) 

 All contractor and BLM equipment would be power washed to remove weed seeds before entering ground disturbing project areas. 

 Weed control using domestic sheep and/or goats in occupied bighorn sheep habitat or using biological controls which have been documented to damage exist-

ing desired species would be prohibited. 

 BLM would conduct outreach and education for BLM personnel, public land users, and the general public. 

 BLM would encourage development of weed management areas. 

 Plant communities would be restored, where applicable, to promote resistance to weed invasion. 

Noxious Weeds Objectives - Proposed Range of Weed Treatment Acres Per Decade 
Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

20,000 21,000 to 50,000 16,000 to 38,000 25,000 to 61,000 

Noxious Weeds  - Treatment Focus/Priorities 
Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

Management on roads and trails, urban 

interface and recreation areas, and 

areas currently under a multi-year 

treatment plan. All grazing allotment 

agreements for the Planning Area 

would continue to address weed control 

by chemical treatment and adjusting 

livestock use. 

Prevention on roads, trails, waterways, 

recreation sites, and disturbed sites due 

to project implementation. Prevention 

and control in special designation areas 

and weed management areas are also 

high priority. 

Prevention on roads, trails, waterways, 

recreation sites, disturbed sites due to 

project implementation, and special 

designation areas. Prevention and con-

trol in special designation areas would 

be a moderate priority. 

Prevention on roads, trails, waterways, 

recreation sites, and disturbed sites due 

to project implementation. Prevention 

and control in special designation 

areas, weed management areas, areas 

under a multi-year treatment plan 

would be a moderate priority.  

Noxious Weeds - Aerial Spraying 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

 Aerial spraying of herbicides would 

not take place within 200 feet of 

streams or wetlands. 

Procedures described in the Record of 

Decision for Vegetation Treatments 

Using Herbicides on Bureau of Land 

Management Lands in 17 Western 

States Programmatic Environmental 

Impact Statement (U. S. Department of 

Interior, Bureau of Land Management, 

June 2007) would be used. All vegeta-

tion projects must be consistent with 

the Standard Operating Procedures and 

mitigation measures identified in this 

Record of Decision. 

Aerial application of herbicides and 

pesticides would not occur. 

Aerial spraying of herbicides would not 

take place when eye-level winds are 

greater than 6 miles per hour or within 

100 feet of streams or wetlands. 
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

Noxious Weeds - Special Status Plants 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

No related action. BLM, county, and contractor personnel 

participating in weed treatment activi-

ties would be provided with training to 

identify special status plants and maps 

of special status plant populations 

associated with weed treatment areas. 

BLM weed personnel would be pro-

vided with maps of special status plant 

populations associated with weed 

treatment areas. 

Same as Alternative B. 

Noxious Weeds - Public Outreach 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

No related action. Outreach/education on noxious weeds 

would be provided to the public at 

campgrounds and trailheads. 

Same as Alternative B. Outreach/education on noxious weeds 

would be provided to the public at 

campgrounds, trailheads, to specific 

user groups, at schools, fairs, and 

community events. 

ISSUE 2: WILDLIFE, WILDLIFE HABITAT, and FISH 

Goals 

 Conserve, enhance, restore, mitigate, or contribute to the recovery of threatened, endangered, or candidate plant or animal species. 

 Conserve or enhance habitat or mitigate negative effects to habitat of BLM sensitive plant and animal species to prevent the federal listing of these species.  

 Conserve special-status species and habitats across the landscape through collaboration and cooperation. 

 Provide a variety of well-distributed diverse plant communities to support a diversity of habitats. 

 Conserve, enhance, restore, or mitigate areas of important wildlife habitat such as rare or limited seasonal habitats, corridors, blocks of intact functional habitat 

across the landscape, areas of low road-density, foraging areas, and riparian areas.  

 Conserve, enhance or restore special habitat features or mitigate/minimize impacts to special habitat features including, but not limited to caves, cliffs, riparian 

areas, wetlands, snags, and down woody material. 

Management Common to All Alternatives 

 All alternatives would emphasize actions that would promote conservation of special status and priority wildlife species and the ecosystems on which they 

depend. All alternatives would emphasize maintaining and supporting healthy, productive, and diverse populations and communities of native plants and ani-

mals (including big game species such as deer, elk, and bighorn sheep) appropriate to soil, climate, and landform.  

 Habitat improvement projects would be implemented where necessary to restore wildlife habitat and/or to improve unsatisfactory or declining wildlife habitat.  

 Important blocks of hiding, security, and thermal cover for big game would be considered during project planning. 
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

WILDLIFE, WILDLIFE HABITAT, and FISH – continued  

 All new fences would be built to standard BLM wildlife specifications (USDI – BLM. 1989b. Bureau of Land Management Fencing Handbook, H-1741-1) to 

allow wildlife passage with the exception of fences built specifically to keep native ungulates out of an area unless site specific analysis indicates other specifi-

cations are necessary. 

 Consistent with the requirements of the Endangered Species Act (1973) and BLM policy, all alternatives would ensure that actions are consistent with the con-

servation needs of special status species. The BLM would seek opportunities to conserve and improve special status species habitats and habitats for native 

plants and wildlife in project level planning and in other BLM authorized, funded, or approved activities.  

 BLM would cooperate and collaborate with federal, tribal, and state wildlife management agencies as well as private landowners to improve habitat for wild-

life and special status plants.  

 Timing restrictions may be used in special status species habitat. Human activities that disrupt special status species habitats during their seasons of use, par-

ticularly during the breeding and winter seasons would be avoided or minimized.  

 BLM would manage in a manner consistent with current and future restoration/conservation and recovery plans/conservation agreements (westslope and Yel-

lowstone cutthroat trout, Arctic grayling, and prairie dog) for sensitive terrestrial and aquatic species.  

 Sage grouse management activities would be designed and implemented to be consistent with adopted conservation strategies such as The National and Mon-

tana Management Plan and Conservation Strategies for Sage Grouse in Montana (USDI-BLM 2004) and current, accepted science. 

 Vegetation altering activities could occur in sage grouse habitat where it does not result in long-term loss of habitats or contribute to the need to list. Sufficient 

sagebrush densities and cover would be retained in sage grouse habitat. 

Management Common to Action Alternatives (B, C, and D) 

 All federally listed and BLM sensitive species and their habitats would be considered priority species and habitats. Additional priority wildlife species would 

be big game (such as elk, bighorn sheep, deer, and antelope) and migratory birds listed by USFWS and Level 1 and Level 2 species listed under the Montana 

Bird Conservation Plan (Partners in Flight 2000). Tier I and Tier II habitat and species from Montana's Comprehensive Fish and Wildlife Conservation Strate-

gy (MFWP 2005b) would also be considered priority species and habitats. Priority habitats would include habitat for all special status species as well as ripa-

rian areas, dry savannah forest, special habitats including caves, cliffs, snags and down woody material, sagebrush, bitterbrush communities and mountain ma-

hogany communities. 

 Management techniques, including but not limited to prescribed and managed wildland fire, prescriptive livestock grazing, planting, exclusion to intense dis-

turbance, timber harvest and other mechanical methods would be used to restore, maintain or improve the desired ecological conditions of vegetation com-

munities for the purpose of improving forage, nesting, breeding, and security habitat, hiding cover and travel corridors for a wide diversity of terrestrial and 

aquatic species. 

 The BLM would emphasize providing habitat of sufficient quantity and quality, including connectivity and wildlife movement corridors, habitat complexity, 

forest openings, edges, and ecotones, to enhance biological diversity and provide quality, sustainable habitat for native wildlife species. 

 BLM would maintain suitable habitat conditions and minimize fragmentation in linkage corridors among habitats occupied by special status species. 

 BLM would coordinate with MFWP to determine whether habitat and other conditions exist that would allow successful reintroduction of locally or regionally 

absent species, such as westslope cutthroat trout, sage grouse, beaver, bighorn sheep, and prairie dogs. 
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

 To the extent possible, BLM would: maintain large patches of high quality sagebrush in occupied or historic sage grouse habitat (as mapped by MFWP); main-

tain connections between sagebrush habitats and enlarge the size of sagebrush patches in occupied or historic sage grouse habitat.  

 BLM would close rock climbing in areas with active raptor nests and would educate the public about the importance of avoiding such locations.  

 Seasonal timing restrictions on projects that cause disturbance would be applied where they are needed to minimize the impacts of human activities on impor-

tant seasonal wildlife habitat. The major types of seasonal wildlife habitat and the time periods which restrictions may be needed are:  big game winter and 

spring range (12/1 to 5/30), big game calving range/habitat (5/1 to 6/30), mountain goat nursery areas (5/1 to 7/15), mountain goat breeding areas (11/1 to 

12/31), mountain goat winter range (10/15 to 5/15), grizzly bear spring and summer range (4/1 to 9/1), and grizzly bear denning habitat (10/1 to 4/30).  

 One objective under all action alternatives would be to maintain functional blocks of security habitat for big game species across the landscape. Where mini-

mum-size blocks of security habitat (250 acres), as defined by Hillis et al. (1991), are located, they would be retained in a suitable condition during project 

planning and implementation. Protection of larger blocks of security habitat would also be addressed during project or watershed level planning. Where securi-

ty habitat is limited or fragmented across the landscape, the BLM would emphasize improving habitat through vegetation treatments and road closures (includ-

ing seasonal closures) to increase security habitat for big game species. 

 At the project level, dead and down woody material would be retained in amounts that are within the range of natural variability for the plant community, to 

the extent compatible with reforestation objectives, fire hazard reduction standards, and public safety. 

 In grasslands and shrublands undergoing vegetation treatments such as the removal of conifer encroachment through mechanical thinning or prescribed burn-

ing, all trees and snags with characteristics of old forest structure would be left standing to the extent practicable. 

 All action alternatives would emphasize protecting and restoring special habitat components or features that contribute to the productivity of bat species. 

 Caves and abandoned mines would be surveyed and assessed for bat use. BLM would determine the need for closures or seasonal closures for activities affect-

ing caves and abandoned mines. Hibernacula closure dates would be approximately 10/15 to 5/1 and maternity closure dates would be approximately 4/15 to 

9/30. 

 Bat gates or other suitable measures would be used to protect bat habitat when bat use of caves or abandoned mines is determined. Public health and safety 

would take precedence over protection of bat habitat if hazardous mine openings cannot be remediated with installation of bat gates.  

 BLM would comply with the standards and guidelines in the Canada Lynx Conservation Assessment and Strategy (Appendix G).  

 BLM would develop and implement human food storage regulations and guidelines in grizzly bear distribution zones in coordination with MFWP and other 

agencies.  

 All action alternatives would emphasize maintaining diverse, healthy, productive, well-distributed aquatic habitats and communities to increase populations of 

native fish and other aquatic species.  

 The BLM would emphasize maintaining and/or restoring the structure, composition, and function of aquatic ecosystems to support a diversity of aquatic plant 

and animal species and emphasize hydrologic connectivity within watersheds to maintain and/or restore habitat and connectivity needs for populations of aq-

uatic dependent species. 

 The BLM would restore and/or maintain riparian structure, composition, and processes, including physical integrity of riparian ecosystems, amount and distri-

bution of woody debris to sustain physical and biological complexity, adequate summer and winter thermal regulation, water quality and hydrologic processes, 

distribution and diversity of riparian vegetative communities and source habitats for riparian dependent species. 
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

WILDLIFE, WILDLIFE HABITAT, and FISH – continued  

Management Common to Action Alternatives (B, C, and D) - continued 

 BLM would opportunistically enhance or restore populations of and habitat for westslope and Yellowstone cutthroat trout and Arctic grayling.  

 In select areas identified for native fish restoration, BLM would collaborate with MFWP to remove non-native fish species that out-compete or hybridize with 

native cutthroat trout.  

 Transportation system effects on fisheries resources would be reduced. To the extent possible, roads would be located, designed and maintained to reduce se-

dimentation, identify and remove unnatural barriers, eliminate fish passage barriers (when desired), and restore or maintain riparian vegetation. 

Wildlife - Livestock Grazing Fences as Barriers 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

No related action. Fences identified as barriers to wildlife 

movement would be considered for 

removal or reconstruction on a case by 

case basis, to follow BLM fence speci-

fications for wildlife. 

Fences identified as barriers to wildlife 

movement would be removed or recon-

structed to follow BLM fence specifi-

cations for wildlife. 

Same as Alternative B. 

Wildlife - Restoration/Fire Rehabilitation 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

No related action. For habitat enhancement, fire rehabili-

tation and other restoration projects, a 

variety of techniques would be consi-

dered to protect plantings, and seedl-

ings from the effects of wildlife and 

domestic grazing including rest, fenc-

ing, netting, and wildlife repellants. 

For habitat enhancement, fire rehabili-

tation and other restoration projects, 

plantings and seedlings would be pro-

tected from the effects of wildlife and 

domestic grazing including rest, fenc-

ing, netting, and wildlife repellants. 

Same as Alternative B. 

Wildlife Objectives - Big Game and Roads 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

Where applicable, the elk management 

guidelines contained in the Montana 

Cooperative Elk-logging Study 

(USDA-FS 1982) will be followed. The 

existing road network generally will 

remain open for public use. 

There would be no net increase in 

permanent roads built in areas where 

open road densities are 1 mi/mi
2
 or less 

in big game winter and calving ranges 

unless not possible due to rights-of-

way, leases or permits. All practicable 

measures would be taken to assure that 

important habitats with low road densi-

ties remain in that condition.  

There would be no net increase in 

permanent roads built in areas where 

open road densities are 1.5 mi/mi
2
 or 

less in big game winter and calving 

ranges unless not possible due to 

rights-of-way, leases or permits. All 

practicable measures would be taken to 

assure that important habitats with low 

road densities remain in that condition. 

No new permanent roads would be 

allowed in areas where open road den-

sities are 0.5 mi/mi
2
 or less in big game 

winter and calving ranges unless not 

possible due to rights-of-way, leases or 

permits. All practicable measures 

would be taken to assure that important 

habitats with low road densities remain 

in that condition.  
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

BLM would manage to reduce open 

road densities in big game winter and 

calving ranges where they exceed 1 

mi/mi
2
. 

BLM would manage to reduce open 

road densities in big game winter and 

calving ranges where they exceed 0.5 

mi/mi
2
. 

BLM would manage to reduce open 

road densities in big game winter and 

calving ranges where they exceed 1.5 

mi/mi
2
. 

Wildlife Objectives - Grizzly Bears (Special Status Species) and Roads 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

No related action. There would be no net increase in 

permanent roads built in areas where 

open road densities are 1 mi/mi
2
 or less 

within the current distribution of grizz-

ly bear unless not possible due to 

rights-of-way, leases or permits. All 

practicable measures would be taken to 

assure that important habitats with low 

road densities remain in that condition. 

BLM would manage to reduce open 

road densities within the current distri-

bution of grizzly bear where they ex-

ceed 1 mi/mi
2
. 

There would be no net increase in 

permanent roads built in areas where 

open road densities are 1.5 mi/mi
2
 or 

less within the current distribution of 

grizzly bear unless not possible due to 

rights-of-way, leases or permits. All 

practicable measures would be taken to 

assure that important habitats with low 

road densities remain in that condition. 

BLM would manage to reduce open 

road densities within the current distri-

bution of grizzly bear where they ex-

ceed 0.5 mi/mi
2
. 

Same as Alternative B. 

Wildlife Objectives – Big Game Security Cover 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

Elk management guidelines in the 

Montana Cooperative Elk-Logging 

Study (Lyon et al. 1982) would be 

followed including: managing public 

vehicle access to maintain habitat ef-

fectiveness of security cover and key 

seasonal habitat for deer and elk; main-

taining adequate untreated peripheral 

zones around important moist sites; 

maintaining adequate thermal and 

security cover on deer and elk habitat,  

particularly in timber stands adjacent to 

primary winter foraging areas; ensuring 

slash depth in clear cuts does not ex-

ceed 1.5 feet and generally discourag-

ing thinning immediately adjacent to 

clear cuts. 

Where minimum-size blocks of securi-

ty habitat (250 acres), as defined by 

Hillis et al. (1991), are located, they 

would be retained in a suitable condi-

tion during project planning and im-

plementation. Protection of larger 

blocks of security habitat would also be 

addressed during project or watershed 

level planning. Where security habitat 

is limited or fragmented across the 

landscape, the BLM would emphasize 

improving habitat through vegetation 

treatments and road closures (including 

seasonal closures) to increase security 

habitat for big game species. 

Same as Alternative B.  Same as Alternative B. 

 



 

 

T
ab

le 2
-2

3
 

1
3

0
  

B
u

tte P
ro

p
o

sed
 R

M
P

/F
in

a
l E

IS
 

Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

Wildlife - Mountain Mahogany and Bitterbrush Management 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

No related action. BLM would enhance and improve big 

game winter range through protection 

and restoration of mountain mahogany 

stands where conifers have become 

established. Detrimental effects to 

mountain mahogany stands would be 

avoided with projects in big game 

winter range whenever possible. When 

detrimental effects are unavoidable, 

loss of mountain mahogany would be 

minimized. BLM would also proactive-

ly restore the distribution and vigor of 

bitterbrush stands through vegetative 

treatments designed to reduce compet-

ing plants; and create a variety of bit-

terbrush age classes and conditions 

conducive to bitterbrush regeneration. 

BLM would allow natural processes 

and continued fire suppression to de-

termine the structure and composition 

of mountain mahogany stands where 

conifers have become established. 

Mountain mahogany stands would be 

restored or enhanced opportunistically 

through other higher priority projects. 

Bitterbrush would be protected or res-

tored opportunistically through other 

higher priority projects. 

Same as Alternative B. 

Wildlife - Snag Management 
Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

In concert with the timber management 

program, a snag management program 

would be implemented to enhance 

habitat for cavity-nesting birds. 

To determine the "range of natural 

conditions" for snag densities, BLM 

would follow the "Northern Region 

Snag Management Protocol", Jan. 

2000, USDA FS Northern Region, until 

more current information is available.  

Same as Alternative B. Same as Alternative A. 

No related Action Prescribed fire, mechanical treatments, 

inoculation, or other appropriate me-

thods would be used to create snags 

and down woody material where defi-

cient in appropriate vegetation types 

across the landscape. 

Snags and down woody material would 

be created opportunistically through 

other project work such as fuels reduc-

tion or ecosystem restoration. The 

focus would be on snag and down 

wood protection rather than on actively 

creating these features. 

Same as Alternative A. 
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

Wildlife - Raptors/Special Status Species 
Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

No related action. Noise disturbance/management activi-

ties would be avoided or minimized 

within 0.5 mile of occupied raptor nests 

during the nesting and brood rearing 

period. 

Noise disturbance/management activi-

ties would be avoided or minimized 

within 1 mile of raptor nests during the 

nesting and brood rearing period.  

Noise disturbance/management activi-

ties would be avoided or minimized 

within 0.25 mile of raptor nests during 

the nesting and brood rearing period. 

No related action Unoccupied raptor nests (on cliffs, 

rocky outcrops or in trees) would be 

protected from removal or destruction 

for 5 years, or the period a known 

preferred prey species fluctuates from 

population highs to lows. The nest 

would not have to be retained if it is 

physically damaged past the point of 

repair by raptors. In forested habitat 

types, a 0.25 mile buffer of suitable 

habitat would be maintained around 

unoccupied nests for 5 years. 

Unoccupied raptor nests (on cliffs, 

rocky outcrops or in trees) would be 

protected from removal or destruction 

for 7 years, or the period a known 

preferred prey species fluctuates from 

population highs to lows. The nest 

would not have to be retained if it is 

physically damaged past the point of 

repair by raptors. In forested habitat 

types, a 0.5 mile buffer of suitable 

habitat would be maintained around 

unoccupied nests for 7 years. 

Unoccupied raptor nests (on cliffs, 

rocky outcrops or in trees) would be 

protected from removal or destruction 

for 3 years, or the period a known 

preferred prey species fluctuates from 

population highs to lows. The nest 

would not have to be retained if it is 

physically damaged past the point of 

repair by raptors. In forested habitat 

types, a 0.25 mile buffer of suitable 

habitat would be maintained around 

unoccupied nests for 3 years. 

Wildlife - Bald Eagle (Special Status Species) 
Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

No related action. Bald eagle nesting and roosting habi-

tats would be actively protected from 

loss due to fire, insect, or disease by 

reducing vegetation competition and 

encroachment in these habitats.  

Same as Alternative B. Same as Alternative A. 

Wildlife – Bats (Special Status Species) 
Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

No related action. Clearing of vegetation, except noxious 

weeds, would not be allowed within 

250 feet of the entrance of caves and 

abandoned mines with populations of 

bats except for public safety. Vegeta-

tion could be removed if necessary 

when installing bat gates, or when it 

becomes an obstruction to bat move-

ment. 

Same as Alternative B. Same as Alternative A. 
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

Wildlife –Westslope Cutthroat Trout (Special Status Species) 
Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

No related specific action. Genetically pure and slightly hybri-

dized (less than 20 percent hybridiza-

tion) westslope cutthroat trout popula-

tions would be managed by maintain-

ing or restoring high-quality habitats 

and by expanding populations. 

All westslope cutthroat trout popula-

tions, regardless of hybridization, 

would be protected by maintaining 

high-quality habitats and by expanding 

populations. 

Genetically pure and slightly hybri-

dized (less than 10 percent hybridiza-

tion) westslope cutthroat trout popula-

tions would be protected by maintain-

ing or restoring high-quality habitats 

and by expanding populations. 

Wildlife –Non-Native Aquatic Species 
Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

No related action. BLM would work with MFWP to re-

move brook trout and other non-native 

aquatic species that out-compete or 

breed with westslope cutthroat trout 

through the use of electroshocking or 

other physical or chemical means. 

Same as Alternative B. Same as Alternative A. 

Wildlife –Non-Native Invasive Species 
Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

No related action. To prevent spread of non-native, 

invasive aquatic species, BLM would 

post educational signs about 

waterborne invasive species at all BLM 

boat ramps. 

Same as Alternative B. To prevent spread of non-native, 

invasive aquatic species, BLM would 

install boat wash stations at all major 

BLM boating access sites. 

ISSUE 3: TRAVEL MANAGEMENT 

Field Office-wide 

Goals 

 Provide a balanced approach to travel management that provides a sustained flow of local economic benefits, minimizes or mitigates user conflict, safety con-

cerns, and resource impacts while taking into consideration the unique attributes and values of the various travel management Planning Areas. 

 Maintain facilities, roads, and trails to provide for public and/or administrative use and safety while mitigating impacts to resources. 

Management Common to All Alternatives  

 Travel management would be conducted in a manner that would meet, or move toward meeting, Land Health Standards.  

 The 2003 Statewide OHV ROD and Plan Amendment would be followed. 

 Previous travel planning decisions made for areas with existing travel plans (Elkhorn Mountains, Clancy-Unionville, Whitetail-Pipestone, and Sleeping Giant 

and several small ―sub-planning‖ areas) would be brought forward in this RMP revision with no proposed changes.  
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

 BLM would provide for interagency travel management consistency and route connectivity with adjoining public lands.  

 Designated routes would be mapped and signed as open or open with restrictions.  

 BLM would continue to participate with the Southwest Montana Interagency Travel Management Committee, maintaining map and sign consistency, and sea-

sonal restrictions.  

 BLM would continue to partner with the State Trails Program, seeking opportunities to improve existing as well as future trails and facilities.  

 Variances to travel plan designations may be issued on a case-by-case basis to conduct essential agency administrative actions and site-specific approved uses 

such as casual use mineral exploration.  

 Wheeled motorized vehicle travel would be allowed for any military, fire, search and rescue, or law enforcement vehicle for emergency operations. Temporary 

routes could be constructed where needed and where other routes are not available under approved travel management plans. Construction of such routes 

would be to minimal standards, adhering to BMPs. 

 BLM would minimize establishing travel routes in areas identified at risk for noxious weed infestations.  

 In areas with sensitive soils, BLM would minimize establishing new routes and would consider closure, restriction, mitigation, or administrative management 

of existing travel routes.  

 Travel planning analysis would be conducted on those routes documented during the inventory period (up to May 2005). 

 Short, site-specific sections of route/trail re-alignment, or reconstruction would continue to be implemented as needed to minimize resource damage and/or 

provide minor reroutes around private property. 

Management Common to Action Alternatives (B, C, and D) 

 BLM objective in route-specific travel planning within individual TPAs would be to use a systematic process that considers the unique resource issues and 

social environments of each TPA.  

 Travel Plan Areas not analyzed for route-specific management during this RMP revision would be initiated within five years of the completed RMP revision. 

 BLM would cooperate with MFWP, adjusting seasonal travel restrictions in accordance with big game hunting season extensions. 

 Gates or other barriers would be used as necessary to prevent access on roads and trails closed yearlong to the public.  

 Travel route densities would conform with the management prescriptions in the wildlife section of this RMP. 

 Loop-road connections would be established, where appropriate, to enhance public access and enjoyment. 

 The BLM would emphasize management of the transportation system to reduce impacts to natural resources from authorized roads and trails. The BLM would 

also stress closing and restoring unauthorized user created roads and trails to prevent resource damage. Ecologically sensitive areas within 300 feet of roads 

and trails could be closed to dispersed camping if resource damage is found to be occurring in these areas. 

 Snowmobile use would be subject to restrictions outlined in specific travel plans. It is the rider’s responsibility to avoid locations where wind or topographic 

conditions may have reduced snow depth and created situations where damage to vegetation or soils could occur, or where vegetation is taller than the protec-

tive snow cover. Ecologically sensitive areas could be closed to snowmobiling if resource damage caused or exacerbated by snowmobile activity is found to be 

occurring in these areas. 
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

Travel Management – Field Office-wide Area Designations 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

Areas Designations of ―Open‖, 

―Closed‖, and ―Limited‖ would be: 

Wheeled Vehicles 

Open – 4,367 acres 

Closed – 31,500 acres 

Limited – 271,442 acres 

Snowmobiles 

Open – 143,206 acres 

Closed – 27,065 acres 

Limited – 137,038 acres 

Areas Designations of ―Open‖, 

―Closed‖, and ―Limited‖ would be: 

Wheeled Vehicles 

Open – 283 acres 

Closed – 31,500 acres 

Limited – 275,526 acres 

Snowmobiles 

Open – 112,682 acres 

Closed – 54,706 acres  

Limited – 139,921 acres  

Same as Alternative B for wheeled 

vehicles.  

Snowmobiles 

Open – 26,148 acres 

Closed – 65,270 acres 

Limited – 215,891 acres 

Same as Alternative B for wheeled 

vehicles.  

Snowmobiles 

Open – 139,138 acres 

Closed – 31,282 acres 

Limited – 136,889 acres 

Travel Management – Competitive Motorized Events 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

Applications for competitive and non 

competitive organized motorized 

events would continue to be evaluated 

on a case by case basis. 

Organized competitive and noncompe-

titive motorized events would be con-

sidered and evaluated on a case-by-

case basis for the Pipestone area only 

(existing management). Noncompeti-

tive motorized events would not be 

allowed outside Pipestone. However, 

competitive motorized events (timed 

/speed based) proposed on BLM lands 

outside Pipestone would be considered, 

but only if held in conjunction with use 

of adjacent lands (public or private). 

Competitive and organized motorized 

events would not be allowed. Unless 

otherwise managed, snowmobile use 

would be restricted to designated routes 

only (open or open/restricted), between 

December 1st and May 15th, snow 

conditions permitting. 

Management for organized motorized 

events (competitive and non-

competitive) would be the same as for 

Alternative B.  

Travel Management – Field Office-wide Snowmobile Use 
Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

Existing management varies, and in-

cludes:  unrestricted area cross-country 

travel (conditions permitting), seaso-

nally restricted area cross-country 

travel, travel on all wheeled designated 

routes (12/1-5/15), and snowmobile use 

only routes.  

With some exceptions (see site specific 

travel plan alternatives), cross-country 

snowmobile use would be allowed, as 

well as travel on all existing routes 

(conditions permitting).  

Unless otherwise managed, snowmo-

bile use would be restricted to desig-

nated routes only (open or 

open/restricted), during the season of 

use, 12/1-5/15, snow conditions permit-

ting. 

Same as Alternative B. 
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

Travel Management – Travel Route Easements 
Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

Easements would be pursued as needed 

for new route construction.  

BLM would actively seek easements in 

order to maintain current access for 

popularly traveled routes, as well as 

seek additional site-specific opportuni-

ties as needed.  

BLM would seek public access ease-

ments as needed for new road or trail 

construction.  

 

BLM would seek public access ease-

ments for all locations where BLM 

routes are accessed either from, or 

cross private property.  

Travel Management – Cattle Guards/Gates 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

Cattle guards and gates needed to faci-

litate public travel would be installed 

on an as needed basis for newly con-

structed roads/trails.  

BLM would replace barbed wire gates 

(and similar closures) with cattle 

guards and/or easily operated metal 

gates wherever problems are known to 

occur. 

Same as Alternative A. 

 

BLM would replace barbed wire gates 

(and similar closures) with cattle 

guards and/or easily operated metal 

gates wherever they currently exist. 

Transportation/Facilities 

Management Common to Action Alternatives (B, C, and D) 

 Roads would be built to the minimum standard necessary that allows reasonable access and has the least impact on resource values.  

 If an existing road is substantially contributing to Land Health Standards not being met, the road would be considered for redesign, closure, or decommission-

ing to minimize the adverse impacts. 

Management Common to All Alternatives 

 Transportation and road management activity would meet, or move toward meeting Land Health Standards.  

 Comprehensive assessments would be conducted for all maintained roads and facilities and maintenance actions would be implemented as needed.  

 New permanent roads and trails would be constructed subject to NEPA and approved engineering standards. Consideration would be given to use demands, 

location, safety, and resource constraints when determining the level of road necessary, in accordance with Manual Section 9113.  

 Roads and trails would be maintained in accordance with Travel Management Plan guidance and BLM policy. Roads would be assigned maintenance levels 

and managed in accordance with these levels and in consideration of resource issues. All roads and trails would be maintained in accordance with standards 

and guidelines in BLM Handbook 9113-2 and Manual Section 9114. Roads and trails would be inspected on an established schedule in accordance with 

BLM’s Condition Assessment guidance. 
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

Transportation/Facilities - Road Design 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

No related management. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Road designs would include at a mini-

mum:   

 Minimizing road and landing loca-

tions in Riparian Management 

Zones;  

 Minimizing sediment delivery to 

streams from road surfaces;  

 Outsloping roadway surfaces 

where possible, except in cases 

where outsloping would increase 

sediment delivery to streams or 

where outsloping is infeasible or 

unsafe;  

 Routing road drainage away from 

potentially unstable stream chan-

nels, fills and hillslopes;  

 Minimizing disruption of natural 

hydrologic flow paths;  

 Minimizing sidecasting of soil or 

snow.  

Same as Alternative B with the addi-

tional condition that stream crossings 

would be designed to accommodate 

100-year storm events with associated 

sediment and debris. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Road designs would include at a mini-

mum:   

 Minimizing road and landing loca-

tions in Streamside Management 

Zones;  

 Minimizing sediment delivery to 

streams from road surfaces;  

 Outsloping roadway surfaces 

where possible, except in cases 

where outsloping would increase 

sediment delivery to streams or 

where outsloping is infeasible or 

unsafe;  

 Routing road drainage away from 

potentially unstable stream chan-

nels, fills, and hillslopes. 

Transportation/Facilities - Road Design and Maintenance 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

BLM would use Water Quality Best 

Management Practices for Montana 

Forests during road construction and 

maintenance. 

Roads would be designed and main-

tained in a manner that provides for 

water quality protection by controlling 

placement of fill material, keeping 

drainage facilities open, installing and 

maintaining appropriately-sized cul-

verts at stream crossings, and by repair-

ing ruts and failures to reduce erosion 

and sedimentation of aquatic habitats. 

Roads would be designed and main-

tained in a manner that provides for 

water quality protection by controlling 

placement of fill material, keeping 

drainage facilities open, installing and 

maintaining stream crossings capable 

of accommodating 100-year storm 

events including associated sediment 

and debris, and by repairing ruts and 

failures to reduce erosion and sedimen-

tation of aquatic habitats. 

Roads would be designed and main-

tained in a manner that provides for 

water quality protection by controlling 

placement of fill material, keeping 

drainage facilities open, installing and 

maintaining appropriately-sized cul-

verts at stream crossings, and by repair-

ing ruts and failures to reduce erosion 

and sedimentation of aquatic habitats. 
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

ISSUE 4: RECREATION 

Goals 

 Provide a diverse array of recreational opportunities while maintaining healthy public land resources. 

 Establish, manage, and maintain quality recreation sites and facilities to meet a broad range of public needs subject to resource constraints. 

 Manage commercial, competitive, or special events with special recreation permits that eliminate or mitigate impacts to resources and conflicts with other us-

ers. 

 Manage recreation opportunities to provide a sustained flow of local economic benefits and protect non-market economic values. 

 ―Leave No Trace‖ and ―Tread Lightly‖ practices would be promoted.  

 BLM would support events that emphasize collaborative outreach and public awareness.  

 BLM would support and utilize volunteers.  

Management Common to All Alternatives  

 BLM would continue to provide a diverse range of quality recreation opportunities and experiences commensurate with public demands, resource considera-

tions, management capabilities, and existing program guidance.  

 Comparable, cost effective and value based fee systems would be established for services and facilities provided to public users in accordance with the Butte 

Field Office Recreation Fee Area (MT-02) Business Plan, BLM directives and the Federal Lands Recreation Enhancement Act. This Business Plan would be 

updated every five years. 

 There are no known significant caves or karsts in the Decision Area. Should these resources be discovered, BLM would develop management plans appropri-

ate for the specific resource in accordance with Bureau directives.  

 Recreation users would be limited to 14-day camping stays with the exceptions presented under Recreation Management – Management Common to All Al-

ternatives. 

 Personal property of recreational users could not be unattended for more than 24 hours at recreation sites or for more than 72 hours on other BLM lands.  

 BLM would establish and maintain information kiosks with site maps, brochures, interpretive and educational information, important contacts, and site regula-

tions at recreation sites.  

 BLM would continue to conduct periodic accessibility, safety, and condition assessments in accordance with Bureau policy at developed recreation sites. Pri-

oritize available funds to resolve deferred and corrective maintenance needs. 

 BLM would conduct annual evaluations of all fee sites that address project needs, support equipment, visitor services, public comments, administrative needs, 

fees, site regulations, and conflict concerns. 

 Working relationships with tourism organizations, recreation interest groups, and local/state/other federal governments would be maintained and expanded to 

enhance visitor services, management efficiencies, and recreation opportunities.  

 Partnership agreements that are mutually beneficial to BLM and the public would be established and maintained to enhance comprehensive planning, colla-

borative management, and collective funding.  
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

RECREATION - continued 

Management Common to All Alternatives - continued 

 BLM would develop and strive to maintain an agreement with MFWP that would establish partnership efforts and responsibilities to collectively manage the 

Black and White Sandy sites on Hauser Lake.  

 SRMAs would be given management priority to provide quality recreation opportunities and visitor experiences. All remaining lands would be managed as an 

Extensive Recreation Management Area (ERMA). This area would generally be given less priority in terms of on-the-ground management, improvements, and 

facility maintenance. 

 BLM would pursue opportunities to expand day-use parking capacities on Holter Lake in cooperation with the Missouri/Madison Comprehensive Recreation 

Plan. 

 Organized competitive and non-competitive motorized events would be considered and evaluated on a case-by-case basis for the Pipestone area only (existing 

management). Non-competitive motorized events would not be allowed outside Pipestone. However, competitive motorized events (timed/speed based) pro-

posed on BLM lands outside Pipestone would be considered, but only if held in conjunction with adjacent lands (public or private). New permits would not be 

authorized that directly conflict with permitted uses. Existing permittees would be given preference. 

Management Common to Action Alternatives (B, C, and D) 

 BLM would establish designated boat-in camp sites along the shoreline of Holter Lake and consider a similar designation effort for the Hauser Lake shoreline 

should resource concerns warrant.  

 In accordance with policy guidance (IM No. 2004-150), a greater priority would be placed on extending appropriate, reoccurring permits from five years to 10 

years. 

 New special recreation use permits would be analyzed and mitigated to meet management objectives. 

 BLM would coordinate with MFWP to manage appropriate uses at BLM launch sites as necessary to ensure quality recreation opportunities and experiences 

on State waters and affected BLM lands. 

 New sites would be developed commensurate with public demand, resource constraints, and management capabilities. Priority would be given to new sites that 

have partnership funding strategies and are consistent with established ROS and SRMA management guidelines. 

 If an existing developed recreation site significantly contributes to Land Health Standards not being met, the impacts from the site would be minimized to the 

extent possible. 

 All new recreation sites would be designed, constructed, and managed to meet, or move toward meeting, Land Health Standards. 

Recreation – Permits 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

No fees would be charged for commer-

cial fishing and floating outfitters using 

developed BLM river access sites. 

Day-use Special Recreation Permits 

would be issued for commercial fishing 

and floating uses at BLM river access 

sites. Outfitters would be annually 

billed an advance flat fee (currently 

Day-use Special Recreation Permits 

would be issued for commercial fishing 

and floating outfitters using developed 

BLM river access sites. Fees would be 

based on actual use reports and estab-

Fees would be postponed for commer-

cial fishing and floating outfitters using 

developed BLM river access sites until 

a multi-agency statewide fee system is 

established. Under this system, BLM 
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

$90.00) established by the Director 

based on the Implicit Price Deflator 

Index. Long-term BLM would continue 

to coordinate with MFWP to enhance 

river/corridor land management and to 

possibly develop a multi-agency state-

wide fee system for the commercial 

uses of river access sites. 

lished BLM policies. would receive a portion of collections 

based on a percentage of total sites 

under the statewide system. 

Recreation – 14-Day Camping Variances 
Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

Variances (extensions) to the 14-day 

camping limit would be considered on 

a case-by-case basis subject to the 

following considerations:  resource 

impacts, social conflicts, sanitation 

concerns, no livestock or commercial 

activities would be involved. 

Variances to the 14-day camping limit 

during the hunting season would be 

considered on a case-by-case basis 

subject to the following considerations:  

resource impacts, social conflicts, and 

sanitation concerns, no livestock, or 

commercial activities would be in-

volved. Preference will be given to 

developed recreation sites since they 

provide hardened camping units, toilet 

facilities, and good access during this 

low use season. 

No variances to 14-day camping limits 

would be allowed. 

Same as Alternative B. 

Recreation – Permits 
Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

Authorization of commercial camping 

activity would be considered through-

out the Field Office on a case-by-case 

basis subject to resource constraints, 

management capabilities, social con-

flicts, and public health and safety 

concerns. 

Commercial camping permits within 

developed fee sites would not be al-

lowed during the fee season to reduce 

user conflicts and resource impacts 

(Memorial Day to Labor Day). 

Same as Alternative B. Same as Alternative A. 
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

Recreation – Permits 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

Permit requests by outfitter and guide 

hunters would be considered on a case-

by-case basis throughout the Field 

Office, subject to environmental, so-

cial, and public health and safety con-

cerns. 

Special recreation permits would be 

limited to day-use activities during the 

hunting season with the exception that 

camping uses would only be consi-

dered within developed recreation sites 

during the non-fee season. 

Special recreation use permits during 

the hunting season would be limited to 

day-use activities only. 

Same as Alternative A. 

Recreation – Hauser Lake Boat-in Camping 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

Boat-in camping would be allowed 

along the entire BLM shoreline of 

Hauser and Holter Lakes subject to 

current regulations. 

Boat-in camping at dispersed sites 

(excludes developed sites) on BLM 

lands along the Holter Lake shoreline 

would be limited to designated sites 

only. Site availability would be deter-

mined through a field evaluation by an 

interdisciplinary team. Suitable sites 

where impacts to other important re-

sources are acceptable would be desig-

nated, signed, and available to the 

public on a first-come, first-served 

basis. A similar management system 

should be considered and implemented 

along Hauser Lake should conditions 

warrant. 

The entire BLM shoreline on Hauser 

and Holter Lakes excluding developed 

sites would be closed to camping. 

Same as Alternative A. 

Recreation – Bear/Human Interactions 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

No related action. Human food storage regulations would 

be developed and implemented for all 

recreation sites with high potential 

and/or known encounters between 

people and bears. 

 

Same as Alternative B. Same as Alternative A. 
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

Recreation – Recreation Opportunity Spectrum 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

No ROS classifications would be estab-

lished to guide the management of 

appropriate settings and visitor oppor-

tunity experiences. 

ROS classifications would be: 

 Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized – 

36,800 acres 

 Semi-Primitive Motorized – 

71,800 acres 

 Roaded Natural – 171,100 acres 

 Roaded Modified – 16,600 acres 

 Rural – 11,000 acres 

ROS classifications would be: 

 Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized –

63,700 acres 

 Semi-Primitive Motorized – 

66,900 acres 

 Roaded Natural – 158,100 acres 

 Roaded Modified – 15,900 acres 

 Rural – 2,700 acres 

ROS classifications would be: 

 Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized – 

30,000 acres 

 Semi-Primitive Motorized – 

37,600 acres 

 Roaded Natural – 186,100 acres 

 Roaded Modified – 19,600 acres 

 Rural – 34,000 acres 

Recreation – Special Recreation Management Areas (SRMAs) 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

Recreation management would contin-

ue to be prioritized in the following 

five areas:  Holter Lake/Sleeping Giant, 

Lewis & Clark National Trail, Upper 

Big Hole River, Humbug Spires, and 

Scratchgravel Hills. 

Recreation management would be 

prioritized in the following nine areas: 

Lower Holter Lake/Missouri River, 

Sleeping Giant/Missouri River, Hauser 

Lake, Uppermost Missouri River, 

Scratchgravel Hills, Sheep Mountain, 

Pipestone, Upper Big Hole River, and 

Humbug Spires. 

Same as Alternative B. Recreation management would be 

prioritized in the following five areas:  

Lower Holter Lake/Missouri River, 

Hauser Lake, Uppermost Missouri 

River, Pipestone, and Upper Big Hole 

River. 

ISSUE 5: SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS INCLUDING ACEC, NATIONAL TRAILS, WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS AND WSAs 

Goals 

 Designate ACECs where special management attention is required to protect important and relevant values. 

 Manage National Trails to promote public enjoyment and protect their designated values. 

 Manage preliminarily eligible river segments so that their suitability for potential National Wild and Scenic Rivers System designation is not impaired. 

 Manage Wilderness Study Areas so that their suitability for potential wilderness designation is not impaired.  
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

Special Designations – ACEC 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

Sleeping Giant ACEC (11,679 acres) 

would continue to be managed as an 

ACEC under the existing management 

plan.  

Approximately 70,644 acres would be 

managed in the following four potential 

ACECs to protect relevant and impor-

tant values: 

 Sleeping Giant (11,679 acres) 

 Elkhorns (50,431 acres) 

 Humbug Spires (8,374 acres) 

 Ringing Rocks (160 acres within 

existing withdrawal) 

Approximately 87,893 acres would be 

managed in the following five potential 

ACECs to protect relevant and impor-

tant values:  

 Sleeping Giant (11,679 acres) 

 Elkhorns (67,665 acres) 

 Humbug Spires (8,374 acres) 

 Spokane Creek (14 acres) 

 Ringing Rocks (160 acres within 

existing withdrawal) 

Approximately 23,695 acres would be 

managed in the following three poten-

tial ACECs to protect relevant and 

important values:   

 Sleeping Giant (11,679 acres) 

 Elkhorns (3,575 acres) 

 Humbug Spires (8,374 acres) 

Special Designations – National Trails 

Management Common to All Alternatives 

 The Continental Divide Trail would be managed cooperatively with the USFS in accordance with national policy guidelines. The Lewis and Clark Historic 

Trail would be managed cooperatively with the National Park Service (NPS) in accordance with national policy guidelines.  

 BLM would seek opportunities to cooperatively manage National Trails through partnerships.  

 BLM would continue cooperative efforts with PPLM and other partners to collectively manage the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail under the Mis-

souri/Madison Comprehensive Recreation Plan. All historical recreation sites within the trail corridor would continue to be managed in a manner that promotes 

public accessibility, resource protection, visitor safety, and interpretive education. 

Special Designations – National Trails – continued  

Management Common to Action Alternatives (B, C, and D) 

 The two National Trails (Continental Divide National Scenic Trail and Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail) would be managed in accordance with the 

ROS classes, VRM classes, travel plan direction, and oil and gas stipulations established under the action alternatives.  

 BLM would evaluate opportunities to re-route the Continental Divide Trail segment in coordination with the USFS to enhance non-motorized opportunities; 

reduce current needs for use easements/acquisitions through private lands; and remove motorized conflicts associated with the motorized road. 

Special Designations  – Wild and Scenic Rivers  

Management Common to All Alternatives 

 In cooperation with other agencies, local governments, and special interest groups, management would be conducted in a manner to protect and enhance the 

outstandingly remarkable values for each suitable river segment. 
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

Special Designations  – Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

The suitability study of the four river 

segements (Upper Big Hole River - 2.3 

miles, Missouri River - 3.1 miles, 

Moose Creek - 4.0 miles, and Muskrat 

Creek - 2.6 miles) determined to be 

eligible for designation in the National 

Wild and Scenic River System would 

not be completed and protective 

management would continue 

indefinitely for all four river segments.  

Muskrat Creek (2.6 miles) would be 

recommended as suitable for inclusion 

in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers 

System (NWSRS).  

Missouri River (3.1 miles) would be 

found preliminarily suitable, but would 

only be recommended for inclusion in 

the NWSRS pending USFS (Helena 

National Forest) concurrence and coor-

dination.  

The Upper Big Hole River and Moose 

Creek segments would not be recom-

mended as suitable. 

Under Alternative C all four eligible 

river segments (totaling 12 miles) 

would be recommended as suitable for 

inclusion in the National Wild and 

Scenic Rivers System.  

 

None of the four eligible river seg-

ments would be recommended as suit-

able for inclusion in the National Wild 

and Scenic River System.  

 

Special Designations – Wilderness Study Areas 

Management Common to All Alternatives 

 All six WSAs (Humbug Spires, Sleeping giant, Sheep Creek, Black Sage, Elkhorns Tack-on, and Yellowstone River Island) would continue to be managed 

under the Interim Management Policy and Guidelines for Lands under Wilderness Review until such time as Congress either designates them as wilderness or 

releases them from further consideration as wilderness.  

 WSAs would continue to be managed in accordance with the established monitoring and sign plans for each WSA.  

 Sleeping Giant and Sheep Creek WSAs would continue to be managed as part of the Sleeping Giant ACEC and management plan.  

Management Common to Action Alternatives (B, C, and D) 

 Sleeping Giant, Sheep Creek, Humbug Spires, and Elkhorns Tack-on WSAs would be managed as ACECs as per management direction described in the 

ACEC section regardless of whether Congress designates them as wilderness or releases them from wilderness consideration.  

 In the event that Congress releases Black Sage and Yellowstone Island WSAs from wilderness consideration, they would be managed as per management di-

rection described by alternative as described above in Chapter 2. 
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

Management Concern:  Air Resources 

Goals 

 Ensure BLM authorizations and management activities protect the local quality of life and sustain economic benefits by complying with Tribal, local, state, 

and federal air quality regulations, requirements, and implementation plans. 

Management Common to All Alternatives 

 BLM would continue to participate in local, state, and federal ambient air quality monitoring programs, as required. 

 BLM would comply with local, state, and federal regulatory requirements. 

 All resource uses would meet the Land Health Standards for air quality. 

 Management would minimize or prevent air quality degradation throughout the Planning Area by applying mitigation measures to projects.  

 Mitigation measures would be developed as appropriate to ensure compatibility of projects with air resource management.  

Management Concern:  Soils 

Goals 

 Manage uses to minimize accelerated soil erosion and compaction and maintain surface soil water infiltration based on site-specific conditions. 

 Maintain or improve soil health and fertility, prevent or minimize erosion and compaction while supporting multiple use management. 

Management Concern:  Soils – continued  

Management Common to All Alternatives 

 Soil management objectives would include:  reducing soil erosion associated with steeper slopes, granitic soils, and high recreational use areas; reducing sedi-

ment delivery to streams; reducing soil movement resulting from burned areas, aboveground disturbances, and accelerated streambank erosion.  

 BMPs would be implemented at the site-specific project level to maintain or improve the soil resources.  

 Soil compaction and erosion problems would be diagnosed using Land Health Standards.  

 Mitigation or seasonal activity restrictions would be applied to activities in areas with significant soil compaction or accelerated erosion. 

Management Common to Action Alternatives (B, C, and D) 

 BLM would reseed disturbed areas where needed. 
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

Management Concern:  Water Quality 

Goals 

 Restore and/or maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of water resources to protect designated beneficial uses and achieve water quality 

standards. 

 Maintain existing or acquire new water rights on BLM land to ensure water availability for multiple-use management.  

 Minimize erosion and accelerated runoff to streams to improve watershed function. 

 Maintain or improve morphological conditions to a stable state that can fully support beneficial uses. 

 Protect water quality for municipal, industrial, agricultural, recreation, and residential purposes by adopting protective measures to meet tribal, state, and local 

water quality requirements. 

Management Common to All Alternatives 

 Land Health Standards would be implemented to protect beneficial uses of water are protected and ensure that water quality meets State standards. 

 BLM would continue to cooperate with Montana Department of Environmental Quality and communities in the development of Water Quality Restoration 

Plans and Source Water Protection Plans. 

 BLM would comply with non-degradation provisions of the Montana Water Quality Act.  

 Projects would be reviewed on a case-by-case basis to minimize impacts to water quality.  

 Water rights and instream flow reservations would be maintained subject to Montana water law.  

Management Common to Action Alternatives (B, C, and D) 

 Existing water rights would be maintained to ensure water availability for multiple-use management and proper functioning riparian and upland areas. 

 Water quality would be monitored to establish baseline conditions, identify areas of concern, and document progress from mitigation measures. 

 BLM would participate in the development, implementation, and monitoring of water quality restoration plans/TMDL plans. 

Management Concern:  Water Quality - Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

Present levels of stream restoration 

activities would continue. Progress of 

past actions to improve water quality 

would be monitored. 

BLM would examine "Water Quality 

Restoration Plans" (Plans) to determine 

if reduction targets of pollutants 

(TMDLs) are reasonable and attaina-

ble. Plans would be implemented as 

funding becomes available. 

BLM would reduce pollutants in 

streams to levels indicated in "Water 

Quality Restoration Plans.‖ Plans 

would be implemented as funding 

becomes available. 

Same as Alternative A. 
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

Management Concern:  Water Quality - Water Rights 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

No related action. BLM would consider acquiring water 

rights from willing sellers. 

Same as Alternative B. No related action. 

Management Concern:  Water Quality - Fire Rehabilitation 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

No related action. Burned areas would be monitored for 

weed infestations and accelerated soil 

erosion. Where sedimentation impacts 

adjacent streams, erosion would be 

mitigated. 

Accelerated soil erosion and sedimen-

tation in burned areas would be miti-

gated. 

No related action. 

Management Concern:  Visual Resources 

Management Common to All Alternatives 

 Visual resources would be managed according to VRM classes as described in Appendix C.  

 Visual resource design techniques and best management practices would be use to minimize short and long-term visual impacts of projects.  

 Visual contrast ratings for major projects within VRM Class I, II, and III areas would be completed according to BLM Handbook H-8341-1. 

 VRM Class I objectives would be maintained for all WSAs.  

Management Common to Action Alternatives (B, C, and D) 

 VRM classifications would be established for all BLM lands based on visual resource characteristics. 

Management Concern:  Visual Resources 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

Approximately 31,500 acres would be 

managed as VRM Class I.  

Approximately 25,400 acres would be 

managed as VRM Class II. 

Approximately 250,400 acres would be 

managed as VRM Class III and IV. 

These areas would continue to be eva-

luated and protected on a case-by-case 

basis through project/activity plans. 

Approximately 31,500 acres would be 

managed as VRM Class I. 

Approximately 48,900 acres would be 

managed as VRM Class II. 

Approximately 125,200 acres would be 

managed as VRM Class III. 

Approximately 101,700 acres would be 

managed as VRM Class IV. 

Approximately 31,500 acres would be 

managed as VRM Class I.  

Approximately 67,600 acres would be 

managed as VRM Class II. 

Approximately 151,700 acres would be 

managed as VRM Class III. 

Approximately 56,500 acres would be 

managed as VRM Class IV. 

Approximately 31,500 acres would be 

managed as VRM Class I. 

Approximately 6,600acres would be 

managed as VRM Class II. 

Approximately 142,900 acres would be 

managed as VRM Class III.  

Approximately 126,300 acres would be 

managed as VRM Class IV. 
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

Management Concerns:  Cultural Resources, Traditional Cultural Properties and Paleontological Resources 

Goals 

 Preserve and protect eligible cultural resources, and traditional cultural properties within the BFO. 

 Identify cultural resource sites and traditional cultural properties and mitigate impacts when necessary, from natural or human-caused deterioration. 

 Preserve and protect eligible cultural resources to ensure that they are available for appropriate uses by present and future generations. 

Management Common to All Alternatives 

 BLM would conduct inventories as per Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act to avoid disturbance to cultural resources.  

 To minimize impacts to significant cultural resources, projects would be designed to avoid disturbance or mitigated through data recovery as a last resort. 

 BLM would continue to consult with tribal governments to meet requirements under federal law and insure protection of sites important to Indian Tribes.  

 BLM’s consultation process for historic mining sites would continue in accordance with the Historic Placer and Lode Mining Properties Programmatic 

Agreement that specifies creation of a historic preservation plan to organize and compile what is known about various historic mining districts.  

 Fossil localities would be afforded the same consideration as historic sites during project planning.  

 Projects would be redesigned to avoid or minimize effects to fossil localities. If this is not feasible then specimens would be excavated by permitted paleontol-

ogists. 

Management Concerns:  Cultural Resources, Traditional Cultural Properties 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

BLM would inventory 100 acres per 

year in compliance with Section 110, 

National Historic Preservation Act. 

BLM would identify areas with a high 

potential for various archaeological/ 

historical site types, and conduct 200 

acres of proactive inventory in those 

areas each year. One hundred acres of 

low potential areas would be invento-

ried each year for comparison.  

BLM would identify areas with a high 

potential for various archaeological/ 

historical site types, and conduct 1,000 

acres of proactive inventory in those 

areas. Three hundred acres of low 

potential areas would be inventoried 

each year for comparison. 

BLM would conduct proactive invento-

ries as time permits. 

Educational and public outreach pro-

grams would be provided as requested 

and volunteer assistance relationships 

would be developed as time permits. 

Educational and public outreach pro-

grams would be provided as requested. 

Educational and public outreach pro-

grams would be provided as requested. 

 

Educational and public outreach pro-

grams would be provided as requested. 

No related action.  Eligible historic buildings would be 

maintained consistent with National 

Park Service standards as funding 

permits. 

Same as Alternative B.  No related action.  
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

Management Concern:  Paleontological Resources 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

At the project level, BLM would con-

tinue to map fossil localities so as to 

avoid them during project implementa-

tion. If the locality cannot be avoided, 

then permitted paleontologists would 

be contacted to assist in removal of 

fossil resources. 

Same as Alternative A. At the project level, BLM would con-

tinue to map fossil localities so as to 

avoid them during project implementa-

tion. If the locality cannot be avoided, 

permitted paleontologists would be 

contacted to assist in removal of fossil 

resources. BLM would cooperate with 

permitted institutions/parties to map 

and record fossil localities. 

Same as Alternative A. 

Management Concern:  Lands and Realty – Land Use Authorizations 

Goals 

 Look for opportunities to acquire non-federal land or interest in non-federal land with important resources and resource uses. 

 Provide for land-use opportunities to provide a sustained flow of economic benefits and meet local infrastructure needs while protecting or minimizing adverse 

impacts to resources and resource uses. 

Management Concern:  Lands and Realty – Land Use Authorizations – continued  

Management Common to All Alternatives 

 Land use authorization requests would be analyzed and mitigation measures would be applied on a case-by-case basis.  

 New right-of-way facilities would be located within or adjacent to existing rights-of-way to the extent practical.  

 New communication site users would be grouped into existing facilities to minimize impacts to other resources and expedite permitting process. 

 Site plans would be completed prior to authorizing communication site uses in new areas.  

 Proposals for renewable energy development would be considered on a case-by-case basis. Guidelines and Best Management Practices (BMPs) from the Wind 

Energy Development Programmatic EIS would be used when considering wind energy projects on BLM land.  

 Suggested Practices for Raptor Protection on Power Lines (APLIC 1996) would be implemented in the construction and operation of right-of-way facilities. 

 Owners of non-Federal land surrounded by public land managed under FLPMA would be allowed a degree of access across public land to provide for reason-

able use and enjoyment of non-Federal lands. 

 Pre-FLPMA rights-of-way constructed on public lands prior to FLPMA would be recognized as valid uses even though laws under which they were authorized 

were repealed by FLPMA. If these rights-of-way expire, holders would be required to apply for new FLPMA rights-of-way.  
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

Management Common to Action Alternatives (B, C, and D) 

 Existing Communication Sites at Boulder, Bull Mountain, Limestone Hills, Montana City, Mt. Belmont, Toston, and Wickes would be formally designated as 

communication sites for the BFO. New facilities within designated sites would conform to existing site plans. Once designated communications sites are filled 

to near capacity, new site locations may be authorized after site management plans and site-specific NEPA analyses are completed.  

 No new rights-of-way would be authorized in identified exclusion areas (approximately 27,361 acres) 

 New rights-of-way in identified avoidance areas (approximately 75,626 acres) would be allowed only if no other routing options exist. Valid existing rights-of-

way in avoidance areas would be recognized and holders would be allowed to maintain their facilities. 

 Two utility corridors, originally considered in the 1992 Western Regional Corridor Study would be designated where they cross BFO lands.  

 New leases, permits, rights-of-way, and easements would be authorized in a manner consistent with meeting Land Health Standards and applicable Best Man-

agement Practices. 

 Attempts would be made to negotiate changes in existing authorizations which would meet or move toward meeting Land Health Standards.  

Management Concern:  Lands and Realty – Withdrawals   

Management Common to All Alternatives 

 Existing withdrawals would be reviewed prior to the end of the withdrawal period to determine if they should be extended, revoked, or modified. Withdrawals 

no longer needed for their original intended purpose would be recommended for revocation or modification. 

 New withdrawal proposals would be considered where land would transfer from one federal agency to another or where resource values or agency investments 

are best protected by withdrawal if strongly justified and in conformance with current withdrawal and mineral policy.  

 If legislation is passed for a military withdrawal west of Townsend it would be adopted in the Approved Resource Management Plan as described in the 

Record of Decision for this RMP. 

 Land classifications, as ―de facto‖ withdrawals, would be reviewed to determine if they should be continued or terminated. Classification and Multiple Use 

Act retention classifications would be terminated. 

 The Recreation and Public Purpose classification on 200 acres at the Deep Creek Ski Area would be terminated.  

 The parcel used by Last Chance Handgunners under an R&PP lease in Boulder would be reclassified for disposal.  

Alternatives A and D 

 Withdrawals would be considered on a case-by-case basis.  

Alternatives B and C 

 Priority for new withdrawals would be for all developed and undeveloped recreation sites followed by new acquisitions through exchange or purchase, and in 

ACECs to protect resources and values as needed.  
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

Management Concern:  Lands and Realty – Withdrawals 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

Withdrawals from mineral entry would 

be considered on a case-by-case basis.  

Priority for new withdrawals would be 

for all developed recreation sites, fol-

lowed by new acquisitions and ACECs 

to protect resources as needed. 

Same as Alternative B.  Withdrawals from mineral entry would 

be considered on a case-by-case basis.  

Management Concern:  Lands and Realty – Land Ownership Adjustment 

Goals 

 Look for opportunities to acquire non-federal land or interest in non-federal land with important resources and resource uses. 

 Provide for land-use opportunities to provide a sustained flow of economic benefits and meet local infrastructure needs while protecting or minimizing adverse 

impacts to resources and resource uses. 

Management Common to All Alternatives 

 Methods of land ownership adjustment would include exchanges, sales, transfers, fee acquisition, and donation. 

 Public access would be maintained or improved through all land ownership adjustment transactions. 

 BLM land within disposal areas would be made available for sales, exchanges, or both. Some lands identified for disposal would be retained in public owner-

ship based on site-specific application of the land ownership adjustment criteria (Appendix L). 

 Lands to be sold would meet the following disposal criteria from FLPMA: 

 Such land must be difficult and uneconomic to manage as part of the public land base, and must not be suitable for management by another federal department 

or agency.  

 Such land must have been acquired for a specific purpose and must no longer be required for that or any other federal purpose. 

 Disposal of such land will serve important public objectives that can only be achieved prudently or feasibly if the land is removed from public ownership and 

if these objectives outweigh other public objectives and values that would be served by maintaining such land in federal ownership.  

No BLM lands in the BFO are suitable for Desert Land Entry. Alternative A 

 Land ownership adjustment guidance would be provided by the 1984 Headwaters RMP, 1979 Dillon Management Framework Plan, and ―Land Pattern and 

Land Adjustment, Supplement to the State Director Guidance for Resource Management Planning in Montana and the Dakotas, 1984‖ as amended by the 1989 

State Director’s guidance pertaining to access.  

 Non-federal land to be acquired by the BFO through exchanges would generally be located in retention areas.  

Management Common to Action Alternatives (B, C, and D) 

 Approximately 298,408 acres of BLM land would be identified in the retention category.  

 High priority lands for retention and potential future acquisition would include those in and immediately adjacent to special designation areas (ACECs, Wild 

and Scenic Rivers, Wilderness Study Areas, National Trail Corridors, Special Recreation Management Areas, and recreation sites) as well as habitat for priori-

ty and special status species.  
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

 Approximately 8,901 acres of land would be identified as available for disposal.  

 Lands leased or conveyed under the R&PP Act would be classified for such disposal under Section 7 of the Taylor Grazing Act (42 USC 315f) and 43 CFR 

2400.  

 Right-of-way holders would be issued perpetual easements for their facilities prior to the disposal of any BLM parcels. 

Management Concern:  Lands and Realty – Access and Unauthorized Land Use 

Management Common to All Alternatives - Access 

 BLM would acquire legal public access and administrative access to BLM land from willing landowners through easements, fee purchase, exchange, donation, 

and/or long-term land use agreements.  

Alternative A 

 Access acquisition efforts would be focused on larger blocks of BLM land which are designated for retention, areas with important resource values, areas 

where public demand for access is high, and areas with substantial BLM investments. 

Management Common to Action Alternatives (B, C, and D) 

 Acquisition of access would be focused on routes designated as ―open‖ in travel plans that lack legal public access. Criteria described in Appendix L would be 

used for identifying new access opportunities and managing existing access to BLM lands.  

Management Common to All Alternatives – Unauthorized Land Use 

 BLM would abate realty-related unauthorized use through prevention, detection, and resolution. Unauthorized use of BLM administered land would be re-

solved through termination, short or long-term authorization, sale, or exchange as appropriate. Resolution of trespasses would require settlement of trespass 

liabilities and reclamation of any resource damage. 

Management Concern:  Minerals 

Goals 

 Ensure that federal minerals are available for energy and mineral exploration and development. 

 Manage exploration and development of mineral resources and ensure they are conducted in an environmentally sound manner. 

 Where possible, conserve significant or unique geological features. 

Management Common to All Alternatives  

 The BLM Energy and Non-Energy Mineral Policy, which references several existing acts,  recognizes the nation’s need for domestic sources of minerals, 

energy, and other resources and the responsibilities concerning the discovery, development, production and acquisition of minerals and metals. All Energy and 

Minerals exploration, development, and production activities would be managed to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation. Management Common to Ac-

tion Alternatives (B, C, and D) 

 For all exploration and mining proposals, BLM would ensure operations take all practical measures to maintain, protect, or minimize disturbances to re-

sources. 
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

Management Concern:  Minerals 

 Mineral activity would be managed to meet, or move toward meeting Land Health Standards. 

 Future changes to ESA listings of species or occupied habitats may require changes or modifications of proposed activities to comply with the requirements of 

the act. 

Management Concern:  Minerals – Roads  

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

Mineral operations permits would 

identify requirements and BMPs neces-

sary to avoid or minimize adverse 

effects on natural resources.  

Where no alternative to road construc-

tion exists, roads (including in riparian 

areas) would be kept to the minimum 

necessary for the approved mineral 

activity. Roads and facilities would be 

closed and the landscape rehabilitated 

when no longer required for mineral or 

land management activities. 

No new or existing mineral operations 

(salable, leasable, and locatable) would 

be allowed to construct new structures, 

support facilities, or roads inside Ripa-

rian Management Zones.  

New and existing mineral operations 

(salable, leasable, and locatable) would 

be allowed to construct structures, 

support facilities, and roads in riparian 

areas using stipulations and BMPs 

when necessary. Roads and facilities no 

longer needed for mineral or land man-

agement would be reclaimed to the best 

extent possible.  

Management Concern:  Minerals – Leasable Solid Minerals  

Management Common to All Alternatives 

 BLM would consider proposals for developing leasable solid minerals (coal, phosphate, sodium, potash, sulphur, oil shale, native asphalt, and solid and semi-

solid bituminous rock) under the administration of the federal government on a case-by-case basis. Site-specific environmental analysis would be required to 

lease these minerals. 

Management Concern:  Minerals – Leasable Fluid Minerals (Oil and Gas) 

Management Common to All Alternatives 

 Public lands available for oil and gas leasing would be offered first by competitive bid at an oral auction.  

 Appropriate stipulations, terms, and conditions would be applied at the time of leasing.  

 Interim management policy and guidelines for mineral leasing in WSAs would be applied as appropriate. All WSAs would be closed to new oil and gas leases 

where BLM owns both the surface and sub-surface. This acreage totals about 28,774 acres. 

Management Concern:  Minerals – Leasable Fluid Minerals (Oil and Gas) 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

Approximately 31,911 acres would be 

open to leasing, subject to standard 

lease terms. 

Approximately 313,694 acres would be 

Approximately 17,943 acres would be 

open to leasing, subject to standard 

lease terms.  

Approximately 325,165 acres would be 

Approximately 17,016 acres would be 

open to leasing, subject to standard 

lease terms. 

Approximately 30,983 acres would be 

Approximately 54,079 acres would be 

open to leasing, subject to standard 

lease terms. 

Approximately 468,421 acres would be 
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

open to leasing under Controlled Sur-

face Use/Timing Limitation stipula-

tions.  

open to leasing under Controlled Sur-

face Use/Timing Limitation stipula-

tions.  

open to leasing, subject to Controlled 

Surface Use stipulations. 

open to leasing, subject to Controlled 

Surface Use/Timing Limitation stipula-

tions. 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

Approximately 251,779 acres would be 

open to leasing subject to No Surface 

Occupancy stipulations.  

Approximately 54,810 acres would be 

unavailable for leasing: 28,774 acres 

would be in WSAs; 26,036 acres would 

be within core areas of state wildlife 

management areas and in lands recent-

ly acquired with LWCF funds.  

Approximately 280,312 acres would be 

open to leasing, subject to No Surface 

Occupancy stipulations.  

Approximately 28,774 acres would be 

unavailable for leasing in WSAs.  

Approximately 23,903 acres would be 

open to leasing, subject to No Surface 

Occupancy stipulations.  

Approximately 580,382 acres would be 

unavailable for leasing within the fol-

lowing areas:  

 prairie dog towns 

 sage grouse winter/spring range 

 0.5 mile of sage grouse strutting 

grounds 

 state wildlife management areas 

 big game winter/spring range 

 elk calving/big game birthing areas 

 bighorn sheep yearlong range 

 1 mile of bald eagle nest 

site/breeding habitat 

 0.5 mile of raptor breeding territo-

ries 

 1 mile of peregrine falcon nest 

sites/breeding habitat 

 0.5 mile of ferruginous haw breed-

ing territories 

 0.5 mile of westslope cutthroat 

trout habitat (90-99 percent geneti-

cally pure) 

 0.5 mile of Yellowstone cutthroat 

trout habitat  

 municipal watersheds 

 WSAs 

 lands acquired with LWCF funds. 

Approximately 93,288 acres would be 

open to leasing, subject to No Surface 

Occupancy stipulations.  

Approximately 28,774 acres would be 

unavailable for leasing in WSAs with 

an additional 7,632 acres unavailable in 

lands recently acquired with LWCF 

funds.  
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

Management Concern:  Minerals - Geothermal 

Management Common to All Alternatives 

 Lands in the Decision Area would be available for geothermal leasing, unless located within WSAs or in instance where it is determined that issuing leases 

would cause unnecessary or undue degradation to public lands or resources.  

 Stipulations developed for oil and gas leases would be applied to geothermal leases if appropriate.  

Management Concern:  Minerals - Geophysical Exploration 

Management Common to All Alternatives 

 BLM would review Notices of Intent to Conduct Geophysical Exploration and develop appropriate mitigation measures so as not to create undue and unneces-

sary degradation. A site-specific environmental analysis would be prepared for each NOI filed.  

Management Concern:  Minerals - Locatable Minerals 

Management Common to All Alternatives 

 At a minimum, an annual compliance inspection of each active notice would be conducted.  

 Opportunities and accessibility to mineralized areas for exploration and development would be provided.  

 Special project design measures would be incorporated into exploration and development projects as needed to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation to 

other resources such as special status or priority species, visual corridors, cultural resource sites, and fossil localities. 

 Reclamation and restoration activities would be monitored to determine effectiveness of management practices. 

 For placer mining operations, reclamation activities would be required to restore stream channels and riparian habitats to functioning condition as close to pre-

mining conditions as possible. 

 As information becomes available, known areas of geological hazards (e.g. landslide prone areas, avalanche areas, etc.) would be mapped.  

Management Concern:  Minerals - Locatable Minerals - Withdrawals 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

Approximately 6,300 acres of land 

would remain withdrawn from locata-

ble mineral entry. Many of these acres 

are included in Power Site Reserve and 

Power Project withdrawals.  

Same as Alternative A for existing 

withdrawals.  

 

Same as Alternative A for existing 

withdrawals.  

 

Same as Alternative A for existing 

withdrawals.  
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

No related action for newly proposed 

withdrawals.  

An additional approximately 198 acres 

would be recommended for withdrawal 

from mineral entry if justified and in 

conformance with current withdrawal 

and mineral policy. These acres are 

located in eight different recreation 

sites.  

An additional approximately 378 acres 

would be recommended for withdrawal 

from mineral entry if justified and in 

conformance with current withdrawal 

and mineral policy.  

Approximately 198 of these acres are 

located in eight different recreation 

sites. The remaining approximately 180 

acres are in riparian areas of Muskrat 

Creek and Nursery Creek to protect an 

important genetically pure westslope 

cutthroat trout population. 

Same as Alternative A.  

Management Concern:  Minerals - Salable Minerals 

Management Common to All Alternatives 

 Salable mineral sites would have approved mining and reclamations plans and environmental analyses prior to be opened.  

 Mineral material would be sold at fair market value to the public but would be free to state, county, or other local government when used for public projects.  

Management Concern:  Minerals - Salable Minerals 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative B - Preferred Alternative C Alternative D 

The BLM would authorize the pur-

chase of salable minerals (common 

varieties of sand, stone, gravel, pumice, 

cinders, clay, and petrified wood) from 

the federal government through a con-

tract of sale (by the ton or cubic yard) 

or a free-use permit unless specific 

circumstances dictate otherwise. Ex-

traction of materials from previously 

disturbed sites would be encouraged 

and all impacts to natural resources are 

mitigated.  

The BLM would continue to authorize 

the purchase of salable minerals (com-

mon varieties of sand, stone, gravel, 

pumice, cinders, clay, and petrified 

wood) from the federal government 

through a contract of sale (by the ton or 

cubic yard) or a free-use permit unless 

specific circumstances dictate other-

wise. Extraction of materials from 

previously disturbed sites would be 

encouraged. All development and op-

erating impacts to natural resources and 

local residence will be mitigated. 

The BLM would not allow the pur-

chase of salable minerals (common 

varieties of sand, stone, gravel, pumice, 

cinders, clay and petrified wood), un-

less desired by the state or counties, or 

within existing community pits. 

The BLM would authorize the pur-

chase of salable minerals (common 

varieties of sand, stone, gravel, pumice, 

cinders, clay, and petrified wood) from 

the federal government through a con-

tract of sale (by the ton or cubic yard) 

or a free-use permit unless specific 

circumstances dictate otherwise. 



 

 

T
ab

le 2
-2

3
 

1
5

6
  

B
u

tte P
ro

p
o

sed
 R

M
P

/F
in

a
l E

IS
 

Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

Management Concern:  Abandoned Mine Lands 

Goals 

 Reclaim AML sites on public land to improve water quality, plant communities, and diverse fish and wildlife habitat. 

 Reduce and/or eliminate risks to human health from hazardous mine openings. 

 Protect historic resources and wildlife habitat commonly associated with AML sites. 

Management Common to All Alternatives 

 To the extent possible on BLM lands, BLM would strive to meet state and federal water quality standards in watersheds impacted by historic mining. 

 BLM would assess level of risks at AML sites and prioritize for reclamation based on standardized risk assessment. Reclamation would be implemented at the 

highest risk sites first.  

 Where deemed appropriate by BLM personnel, BLM would restore severely impacted soils and watersheds as close as possible to pre-disturbed conditions that 

support productive plant communities and ensure properly functioning watersheds.  

 Closures of dangerous inactive and abandoned mine sites would be designed to reduce the risks to human health and safety, restore the environment, and pro-

tect geological and cultural resources and meet or move toward meeting Land Health Standards.  

 Restoration and reclamation activities and repositories would be monitored to determine effectiveness of reclamation practices.  

 To the extent possible on BLM lands, BLM would strive to meet state and federal air quality standards in the interest of protecting human health potentially 

impacted by fugitive dust emissions.  

Management Concern:  Hazardous Materials Management 

Goals 

 Mitigate threats and reduce risks to the public and environment from hazardous materials. 

Management Common to All Alternatives 

 Disposal of hazardous materials on public lands would generally not be permitted. When the use or storage of hazardous materials is authorized (i.e. in mining 

operations or other types of commercial activities) special stipulations would be applied to comply with appropriate laws, regulations, and policies. In the 

event of hazardous materials incidents on public land, standard operating procedures would be used to respond. Cleanups and reclamation would be conducted 

in accordance with the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan and the NEPA decision. 

 BLM would promote and support the appropriate use and recycling of hazardous materials in public facilities and on public land to prevent or minimize the 

generation and disposal of hazardous wastes. 

 Environmental Site Assessments would be conducted for land acquisitions, land disposals, and for right-of-ways if applicable. Land uses would be authorized 

and managed to reduce the occurrence and severity of hazardous materials incidences on public land. 

 BLM would assess level of risk at hazard sites and conduct remediation at highest priority sites that are the greatest risks to the public and environment. 

 Pollutants, such as flammable liquids and lubricants, would be prevented from entering streams by storing outside of riparian areas, having a spill prevention 

and control plan, and not allowing refueling within riparian areas (with the exception of permitted mining activities, fire suppression activities, reclamation 

work and chainsaw re-fueling). 
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Table 2-23 

Comparison of Alternatives 

Management Concern:  Social and Economic Environment 

Goals 

 Provide opportunities for economic benefits while minimizing adverse impacts to resources and resource uses. 

 Provide for a diverse array of activities that result in social benefits for local residents, businesses, visitors, interested citizens, and future generations, while 

minimizing negative social effects.  

 Sustain, and where appropriate, restore the health of forest, rangeland, aquatic, and riparian ecosystems administered by the BLM to provide a sustained flow 

of economic benefits within the capability of the ecosystem. 

 Protect visual quality, wildlife habitats, and recreation opportunities on BLM lands to sustain non-market economic values; and, make resource commodities 

available to provide a sustainable flow of economic benefits within the capability of the ecosystem. 

Management Common to Action Alternatives (B, C, and D) 

 Identified Special Recreation Management Areas and the remaining Extensive Recreation Management Areas would be managed for identified user markets, 

activities, and experience levels.  

 Collaborative and/or stewardship processes would be used in the analysis and treatment of all resources and uses, as possible.  

 BLM would provide opportunities for traditional and nontraditional uses of forest and forest products by incorporating sound ecological principles while con-

tributing to the economic stability of the community.  

 Use of new and developing technologies and industries would be encouraged in achieving healthy forest, stewardship, biomass utilization, and fuel manage-

ment goals. 

Management Concern:  Environmental Justice 

Goals 

 Identify and remediate to the extent possible disproportionate negative effects to minority or low income populations per Executive Order 12898. 

Management Common to All Alternatives 

 Under all alternatives, BLM would evaluate and disclose whether actions would place a disproportionate share of negative environmental consequences on any 

particular populations covered by the Executive Order, and where practical, avoid such consequences. 

Management Concern:  Tribal Treaty Rights 

Goals 

 Accommodate treaty and legal rights of appropriate Native American groups in management of public lands. 

Management Common to All Alternatives 

 BLM would notify and consult with tribes on BLM actions. Consultation and coordination would be conducted on a government to government basis with 

federally recognized tribes. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

AIR QUALITY 

 Air quality would continue to 

be protected although short 

term impacts could occur from 

ongoing fire events, prescribed 

fire activities, slash burning, or 

dust from travel on unpaved 

roads, and dust and exhaust 

from construction or develop-

ment activities. 

Air quality would continue to 

be protected similar to Alterna-

tive A although short-term 

impacts from prescribed burn-

ing could be greater due to 

increase in potential acreage 

burned.  

Air quality would continue to 

be protected similar to Alt. A 

although short-term impacts 

from prescribed burning would 

be less than in all other alterna-

tives due to decrease in poten-

tial acreage burned. 

Air quality would continue to 

be protected similar to Alt. A. 

Smoke from prescribed burn-

ing would be greater than any 

other alternative, and where 

fires are allowed to burn for 

resource benefits there could 

be a longer term negative im-

pact on air quality.  

SOIL RESOURCES 

 Alt. A would provide no 

change from current condi-

tions.  

Alt. B would cause more im-

pacts on soil resources than 

Alt. C, but less than Alts. A or 

D. 

Alt. C would be most protec-

tive of soil resources and 

would create the least impacts 

of all alternatives. 

Alt. D would create the great-

est amount of impact to soil 

resources of the action alterna-

tives. 

Restoration of vegetative 

communities 

Short- to mid-term impacts to 

soils from restoration of veget-

ative communities, and long-

term benefits of restored com-

munities would be greater than 

Alt. C but less than Alts. B or 

D. 

Short to mid-term adverse 

effects from restoration of 

vegetative communities would 

be greater than Alts. A and C, 

but less than Alt. D, as would 

long-term benefits associated 

with restoration. 

Short to mid-term adverse 

effects from restoration of 

vegetative communities would 

be the least of all alternatives, 

but long-term benefits would 

also be less. 

Short to mid-term adverse 

effects from restoration of 

vegetative communities would 

be greatest of all alternatives, 

but long-term benefits would 

be greatest. 

Livestock grazing Greater impacts associated 

with livestock grazing than 

Alts. B or C due to availability 

of additional allotments. 

Reduced soil impacts from 

grazing than Alts. A and D due 

to management of McMasters 

and, Spokane Hills as forage 

reserve allotments. 

Least impacts from livestock 

grazing of all alternatives be-

cause several allotments would 

not be available for grazing.  

Same as Alt. A. 

Travel management Greatest soil erosion potential 

resulting from the most miles 

of open motorized road. 

Less ground disturbance and 

erosion due to road closures 

than Alts. A and D, but less 

than Alt. C.  

Reduced ground disturbance 

associated with most motorized 

route closures would benefit 

soil more than other alterna-

tives. 

Reduction in ground distur-

bance from closing roads to 

motorized use would be greater 

than Alt. A, but less than Alts. 

B and C. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

Timber harvest/ 

mine development 

No additional protection for 

soils by allowing timber harv-

est in SMZs. 

More protection than Alts. A 

and D by not allowing new 

mining-related roads and facili-

ties inside RMZ, unless there is 

no other option. Ground dis-

turbance from timber harvest 

in RMZs has greater impacts 

than Alt. C but less than Alts. 

A and D. 

Greater soil protection in ripa-

rian areas than other alterna-

tives since timber harvest and 

mining roads/ facilities would 

not be allowed in RMZs.  

Same as Alt. A. 

Firewood management Least long-term benefit to soils 

in riparian areas due to SMZ 

law guidance. 

More beneficial than Alt. A, 

but less than Alt. C due to 

restrictions for firewood cut-

ting within 100 feet of live 

streams and 50 feet of intermit-

tent streams. 

Most long-term benefit to soils 

in riparian areas due to restric-

tion that firewood cannot be 

cut within 200 feet of live 

streams or 100 feet of intermit-

tent streams. 

Same as Alt. B. 

WATER RESOURCES 

Vegetation treatments Short to mid-term erosion/ 

sedimentation impacts from 

ground disturbance and long-

term benefits to water quality 

greater than Alt. C but less 

than Alts. B and D. 

Greater effects (short-term 

adverse and long-term bene-

fits) than Alts. A and C, but 

less than Alt. D. 

Most protective from adverse 

effects due to least ground 

disturbance proposed with 

vegetative treatments, but least 

long-term benefits of all alter-

natives. 

Greatest impacts (short-term 

adverse and long-term bene-

fits) of all alternatives because 

highest level of vegetation 

treatments. 

Riparian Vegetation 

Treatments 

Negligible effects since only 

30 acres riparian vegetation 

treated per decade. 

Short-term localized erosion 

and sedimentation to streams 

from treating up to 700 

acres/decade in riparian areas 

but long-term benefits to water 

quality from improved condi-

tions. 

Effects less than Alts. B and D, 

but more than Alternative A 

since 200 acres riparian vege-

tation treated per decade. 

Most short-term adverse ef-

fects and long-term benefits of 

all alternatives since 1,700 

acres riparian vegetation 

treated per decade. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

WATER RESOURCES – continued  

Fire Rehabilitation Weed and erosion control con-

ducted in burned areas as out-

lined in BLM’s Emergency Fire 

Rehabilitation Handbook would 

serve to reduce erosion and 

subsequent stream sedimenta-

tion, though short-term impacts 

could occur until appropriate 

measures could be implemented. 

More surface water protection 

than Alts. A and D but less 

than Alt. C because weed and 

erosion control in burned areas 

would only occur when stream 

sedimentation taking place. 

Greatest benefit to surface 

water because weed and ero-

sion control required anywhere 

accelerated erosion taking 

place in burned areas.  

Same as Alt. A. 

Livestock Grazing Slightly greater erosion/ sedi-

mentation and streambank 

stability impacts than Alts. B 

or C since more allotments 

available for grazing. 

Fewer impacts than Alts. A 

and D since various allotments 

managed as forage reserves 

rather than general grazing.  

Less impacts than Alt. B be-

cause several allotments un-

available for grazing. Least 

impacts of all alternatives.  

Same as Alt. A. 

Noxious weeds Minimal effects to water quali-

ty expected since herbicides 

applied according to label di-

rections, in accordance with 

National Vegetation EIS and 

BFO Weed Management Plan. 

Increase in weed infestations 

(more than Alt. C, but less than 

Alts. B and D) could increase 

potential for erosion and sedi-

mentation, and thus water 

quality issues.  

Minimal effects to water quali-

ty expected since herbicides 

applied according to label di-

rections, in accordance with 

National Vegetation EIS, and 

BFO Weed Management Plan, 

and aerial applications would 

require a minimum 100-foot 

buffer from aquatic habitats. 

Increase in weed infestations 

under this alternative (more 

than Alts. A and C, but less 

than Alt. D) could increase 

potential for erosion, sedimen-

tation, and thus water quality 

issues. 

No effects to water quality 

expected since herbicides ap-

plied according to label direc-

tions, in accordance with Na-

tional Vegetation EIS, and 

BFO Weed Management Plan, 

and aerial applications would 

not be allowed. Increase in 

weed infestations (least of any 

alternative) could still increase 

potential for erosion and sedi-

mentation, and thus water qual-

ity issues. 

Minimal effects to water quali-

ty expected since herbicides 

applied according to label di-

rections, in accordance with 

National Vegetation EIS, and 

BFO Weed Management Plan. 

Increase in weed infestations 

(greatest of any alternative) 

could increase potential for 

erosion and sedimentation, and 

thus water quality issues. 

Riparian management No additional protection than 

afforded by SMZ law.  

Alt. B more protective of water 

quality than Alternatives A and 

D due to RMZs. 

Most protective because wider 

RMZs and no commercial 

timber harvest allowed. 

Same as Alt. A.  
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

Water rights No consideration given to ac-

quiring water rights. 

Increasing or maintaining in-

stream flows through water 

rights acquisitions could bene-

fit water quality more than 

Alts. A and D. 

Same as Alt. B. Same as Alt. A. 

Travel management Greatest degree of water quali-

ty impacts due to most open 

roads overall (629.2 miles), as 

well as within 300 feet of 

streams (94.3 miles), of all 

alternatives. 

Fewer impacts to water quality 

than Alts. A and D due to 

second lowest number of open 

roads (416.8 miles) overall, 

and within 300 feet of streams 

(77.4 miles) of all alternatives. 

Lowest impacts to water quali-

ty of any alternative due to 

fewest open roads (372.4 

miles). Fewest open roads 

within 300 feet of streams 

(73.7 miles) of all alternatives. 

Fewer water quality impacts 

than Alt. A but more than Alts. 

B and C. Second highest num-

ber of open roads (478.6 miles) 

and roads within 300 feet of 

streams (81.2 miles) of all 

alternatives. 

Road design and 

maintenance standards 

Least protective of water quali-

ty of all alternatives. 
More protective than Alt. A, 

because roads minimized in 

RMZs, outsloping surfaces, 

routing drainage away from 

streams, and culvert stream 

crossings. 

More protective than all other 

alternatives because 100-year 

storm event culverts would be 

installed at stream crossings. 

Slightly less protective than 

Alt. B due to fewer design and 

maintenance considerations. 

Special designations Provides equal protection of 

NWSRS-eligible segments as 

Alt. C by limiting activities 

within a 0.25 mile corridor of 

all four segments (12 miles). 

Spokane Creek aquatic re-

source values within 14-acre 

area not protected with ACEC 

designation. 

More protective than Alterna-

tive D, but less than Alterna-

tives A and C since only two 

river segments considered for 

NWSRS. More protective than 

Alts. A and D in Spokane 

Creek due to its designation as 

ACEC. 

Same as Alt. A for NWSRS 

suitability. Same as Alternative 

B for Spokane Creek ACEC 

designation. 

Less water quality protection 

than other alternatives since no 

rivers recommended suitable 

for NWSRS. Spokane Creek 

not designated as potential 

ACEC. 

Oil and gas leasing Effects of NSO restrictions 

more protective for perennial 

streams and rivers than other 

alternatives. Standard lease 

terms less protective of munic-

ipal watersheds than other 

alternatives. 

More protective of municipal 

water supplies than Alts. A and 

D due to NSO stipulation in 

municipal watersheds. 

Most protective of municipal 

watersheds with no leasing of 

oil and gas allowed in munici-

pal watersheds. 

Controlled Surface Use stipula-

tion less protective of munici-

pal watersheds than Alts. B 

and C. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

WATER RESOURCES – continued  

Mining operations Most water quality impacts 

because new roads and facili-

ties would be allowed in ripa-

rian areas. 

More protective than Alts. A 

and D, because new roads and 

facilities would not be allowed 

in riparian areas unless there is 

no other option. 

Most protective of all alterna-

tives because new mining 

roads and facilities prohibited 

in riparian areas.  

Same as Alt. A. 

Mineral withdrawals No proposed withdrawal in 

Muskrat Creek drainage 

Same as Alt. A.  Would protect westslope cutth-

roat trout population, stream 

channel, and water quality 

associated with mining impacts 

by proposing a withdrawal 

from mineral entry of 180 

acres of riparian areas in the 

Muskrat Creek drainage. 

Same as Alt. A. 

VEGETATION COMMUNITIES 

General vegetation 

Livestock grazing Biomass on allotments would 

be reduced on 273,000 acres 

available for grazing. Density 

and production of palatable 

species may be reduced in 

localized areas. The reduction 

in fine fuels would reduce 

frequency and intensity of 

wildland fire. 

Grazing effects would occur on 

265,000 acres. Fine fuels buil-

dup and some grass species 

decadence may occur on 8,000 

additional acres unavailable for 

grazing. 

Grazing effects would occur on 

262,000 acres. Fine fuels buil-

dup and some grass species 

decadence may occur on 

11,000 additional acres un-

available for grazing. 

Same as Alt. A. 

Revegetation seed mix Revegetation seed mixes con-

sist of mostly native species. 

Using native species or non-

invasive seed mixes on burned 

areas and sites with high ero-

sion potential would minimize 

proliferation of noxious weeds. 

Perennial non-native species 

may initiate persistent stands, 

Using only native species for 

revegetation of disturbed areas 

would require intense man-

agement for weed control but 

long-term benefits of little or 

no maintenance once they are 

established. The slope stabiliz-

Same as Alt. B 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

which can inhibit colonization 

by native herbaceous species 

and conifers. 

ing, quick ground cover, and 

invasive species competition of 

introduced species would be 

foregone. 

Permanent Roads No set road density target for 

areas in big game winter and 

calving ranges. The existing 

road network would remain 

open for public use. Provides 

greatest flexibility for vegeta-

tion treatments. 

No new, permanent roads 

would be allowed in big game 

winter range or calving habitat 

where road densities are 1 

mi/mi
2
 or less. Vegetation 

treatment options could be 

limited more than Alt. D but 

less than Alt C. 

No new, permanent roads in 

big game winter range and 

calving areas where road den-

sities where are 1.5 mi/mi
2
or 

less. This is most restrictive of 

all alternatives for vegetation 

treatments. 

No new, permanent roads 

would be allowed in big game 

winter range or calving habitat 

where road densities are 0.5 

mi/mi
2
 or less. Vegetation 

treatments would be limited 

more than Alt. A, but less than 

Alts. B and C. 

Protection of raptor 

nests 

Alt. A would provide no limi-

tations to vegetation treatments 

associated with occupied raptor 

nests.  

Alt. B would restrict noise 

disturbance and most manage-

ment activities within 0.5 miles 

of occupied raptor nests, dur-

ing the nesting and brooding 

period.  

Approximately 500 acres per 

nest would be affected, making 

management more difficult. 

Alt. C would restrict noise 

disturbance and most manage-

ment activities within 1 mile of 

occupied raptor nests, during 

the nesting and brooding pe-

riod.  

Affects approximately 2,000 

acres per nest, four times as 

many acres as Alt. B and six-

teen times as many acres as 

Alt. D. 

Alt. D would restrict noise 

disturbance and most manage-

ment activities within 0.25 

miles of occupied raptor nests.  

Approximately 125 acres per 

nest would be affected, making 

management more restrictive 

than Alt. A, but less than Alts. 

B and C. 

Grassland and Shrubland   

Vegetation treatments Would treat 5,250 acres per 

decade resulting in a net in-

crease in conifer encroachment 

of approximately 1,161 acres 

per decade. 

Would restore up to 15,450 

acres per decade of grassland 

and shrubland communities for 

a net restoration (decrease in 

conifer encroachment) on up to 

9,039 acres per decade.  

Would treat up to 2,750 acres 

per decade resulting in net 

increase in conifer encroach-

ment rather than an increase in 

restored habitat compared to 

Alts. B and D. 

Would treat up to 25,900 acres 

per decade resulting in greater 

net increase in restored habitat 

(up to 19,489 acres per decade) 

than all other alternatives. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

VEGETATION COMMUNITIES - Grassland and Shrubland -continued 

Fire management 

(Prescribed fire) 

Would reduce fuel loading and 

remove encroaching conifers. 

Projects planned to reduce 

density of conifer seedlings and 

saplings on 80 percent of area 

burned leaving conifer en-

croachment in mosaic of un-

burned patches. 

Projects planned to burn least 

surface area (60 percent) to 

treat conifer encroachment. 

Projects planned to burn 90 

percent of surface area would 

be burned to reduce conifer 

encroachment. 

 No timing restrictions for pre-

scribed burning. 

Soil, grasses, and forbs pro-

tected from fire-related mortal-

ity during hotter drier months 

by imposed burning restric-

tions May-August. 

Timing restriction for pre-

scribed burning the similar to 

Alt. B, but includes mechanical 

treatments as well, and there-

fore is most restrictive. 

Same as Alt. A. 

Rest from livestock grazing in 

grassland/shrubland habitats 

before and after burning as 

determined through site-

specific planning. 

Resting areas from livestock 

grazing in grassland/shrubland 

habitats up to one year prior to 

treatment and two growing 

seasons following treatments  

(with case by case flexibility) 

would promote vegetative 

recovery before reapplying 

grazing.  

Same as Alt. B but without 

flexibility to reduce post-

treatment rest timeframe. Li-

mited flexibility to meet per-

mittee forage needs. 

Rest prior to burning if needed 

and for one growing season 

after, additional rest on case-

by-case basis. Vegetation re-

covery may occur more slowly. 

More flexibility to meet per-

mittee forage needs. 

Mountain mahogany and 

bitterbrush restoration 

No proactive restoration pro-

posed. 

Treatment of mahogany and 

bitterbrush would be a priority. 

Vigor and health of these spe-

cies would be improved com-

pared to Alts. A and C through 

treatments reducing competing 

plants. 

Would provide for opportunis-

tic restorative treatments of 

mountain mahogany and bit-

terbrush communities when 

associated with other projects. 

Effects would be the same as 

Alts. B and D, but would occur 

on fewer acres. 

Same as Alt. B. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

Forests and woodlands 

Dry forest treatments Least acres of dry forest treated 

per decade (5,100 acres) to 

help restore historic conditions 

and still exceed rate of decline 

in forest health. 

Second most acres of dry forest 

treated per decade (up to 

14,750 acres) to help restore 

historic conditions that would 

exceed rate of decline in forest 

health. 

At a treatment rate of up to 

4,800 acres per decade, dry 

forest would not be restored at 

a rate exceeding rate of decline 

in forest health.  

Most acres of dry forest treated 

per decade to restore historic 

conditions (up to 18,200 acres 

per decade) of all alternatives. 

Cool, moist forest 

treatments 

Least acres of cool, moist for-

est treated per decade (2,350 

acres) to help restore historic 

conditions and still exceed rate 

of decline in forest health. 

Second most acres of cool, 

moist forest treated per decade 

(up to 3,750 acres) to help 

restore historic conditions that 

would exceed rate of declining 

forest health.  

At a treatment rate of up to 550 

acres per decade, cool moist 

forest would not be restored at 

a rate exceeding rate of decline 

in forest health. 

Most acres of cool, moist for-

est treated per decade to restore 

historic conditions (up to 5,050 

acres per decade) of all alterna-

tives. 

Big Game Security 

Cover 

Guidelines from the Montana 

Cooperative Elk-Logging 

Study (Lyon et al. 1982) can 

be considered on a case-by 

case basis, as compared to 

action alternatives which speci-

fy core acreages that must 

remain unroaded or closed 

during the hunting season. 

Provides greatest flexibility for 

implementation. 

Maintaining 250 acre blocks 

for big game security cover 

would restrict vegetation 

treatment options more than 

under Alternative A, but would 

still provide some flexibility.  

Same as Alt. B Same as Alt. B. 

Old forest structure No specific limitations asso-

ciated with maintaining old 

forest structure. 

Maintain and promote old 

forest structure through active 

restoration treatments and 

activities. More proactive than 

Alts. A and C. 

Maintain and protect old forest 

structure. Management would 

be more reactive than proac-

tive, unlike Alts. B and D. 

Same as Alt. B. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

VEGETATION COMMUNITIES – Forests and Woodlands – continued   

Unoccupied raptors nests No specific limitations on 

treatments associated with 

maintaining habitat around 

unoccupied raptor nests.  

Maintain a 0.25 mile buffer 

(~125 acres) of suitable habitat 

around unoccupied nests for 5 

years. Less restrictive than Alt. 

C but more so than Alts. A and 

D. 

Maintain a 0.5 mile buffer 

(~500 acres) of suitable habitat 

around unoccupied nests for 7 

years. Most restrictive of all 

alternatives. 

Maintain a 0.25 mile buffer 

(~125 acres) of suitable habitat 

around unoccupied nests for 3 

years. Least restrictive of the 

action alternatives. 

Noxious weeds 

Potential spread Management under Alt. A 

could result in the lowest rate 

of potential weed spread, 

though infested acres could 

still increase (43,000 acres by 

2015).  

Management under Alt. B 

could result in the third lowest 

rate of potential weed spread 

(48,000 acres by 2015).  

Management under Alt. C 

could result in the highest rate 

of potential weed spread 

(51,000 acres by 2015).  

Management under Alt. D 

could result in the second low-

est rate of potential weed 

spread (47,000 acres by 2015).  

Weed spread 

contributions 

Open and limited roads and 

trails would contribute 13 

acres/year, grassland treat-

ments 66 acres/year, forest 

treatments 38 acres/year, and 

riparian treatments would be 

negligible contributors.  

Open and limited roads and 

trails would contribute 9 

acres/year, grassland and 

shrubland treatments 193 

acres/year, forest treatments 93 

acres/year, and riparian treat-

ments would be negligible 

contributors.  

Open and limited roads and 

trails would contribute 8 

acres/year, grassland and 

shrubland treatments 34 

acres/year, forest treatments 27 

acres/year, and riparian treat-

ments would be negligible 

contributors.  

Open and limited roads and 

trails would contribute 10 

acres/year, grassland and 

shrubland treatments 323 

acres/year, forest treatments 

116 acres/year, and riparian 

treatments 9 acres/year.  

Spread from wildfire is not 

included in the increased acres, 

and wildfire risk is greater than 

Alts. B and D but less than Alt. 

C. 

Spread from wildfire is not 

included in the increased acres, 

and wildfire risk is greater than 

Alt. D but less than Alts. A and 

C.  

Spread from wildfire is not 

included in the increased acres, 

and wildfire risk is the greatest 

under this alternative. 

Spread from wildfire is not 

included in the increased acres, 

and wildfire risk is the least 

under this alternative. 

    

Oil and gas development 

Weed spread from oil and gas 

development would be similar 

to Alt. B, greater than Alt. C, 

and less than Alt. D. 

Weed spread from oil and gas 

development would be similar 

to Alt. A, greater than Alt. C, 

and less than Alt. D. 

Weed spread from oil and gas 

development would be least 

under this alternative. 

Weed spread from oil and gas 

development would be greatest 

under this alternative. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

Lakeside 

Camping 

Weed spread from camping on 

Holter and Hauser Lakes 

would be greater than Alts. B 

and C but the same as Alt. D. 

Weed spread from camping on 

Holter and Hauser Lakes 

would be greater than Alt. C 

but less than Alts. A and D. 

Weed spread from camping on 

Holter and Hauser Lakes 

would be least under this alter-

native. 

Same as Alt. A. 

 

    Grassland and 

Shrubland treatments 

Grassland treatments could 

result in up to 4,000 

acres/decade of weed resistant 

plant communities. No shrub-

land treatments are anticipated. 

Grassland and shrubland 

(combined) treatments could 

result in up to 12,000 

acres/decade of weed resistant 

plant communities.  

Grassland and shrubland 

(combined) treatments could 

result in up to 2,000 

acres/decade of weed resistant 

plant communities.  

Grassland and shrubland 

(combined) treatments could 

result in up to 19,000 

acres/decade of weed resistant 

plant communities.  

Aerial treatment 

restrictions 

Aerial treatment restrictions 

would result in greater costs 

per mile of riparian treatments 

than Alt. D, but less than Alts. 

B and C. 

Aerial treatment restrictions 

would result in greater costs 

per mile of riparian treatments 

than Alts. A and D, but less 

than Alt. C. 

Aerial treatment restrictions 

would result in the greatest 

costs per mile of riparian 

treatments. 

Aerial treatment restrictions 

would result in the least cost 

per mile of riparian treatments. 

Riparian types 

Riparian protection  SMZs provide protection to 

water quality, streambank sta-

bility, down woody material 

and shade by restricting certain 

forest activities on 3,528 acres. 

Increased stream shading, in-

creased down woody material 

recruitment, and wider vegeta-

tive ―filters‖ to prevent eroded 

sediment from reaching 

streams on 5,312 acres in 

RMZs. 

 Increased stream shading, 

increased down woody materi-

al recruitment, and wider ve-

getative ―filters‖ to prevent 

eroded sediment from reaching 

streams on 11,393 acres in 

RMZs. 

Same as Alt. A. 

Riparian restoration Mechanically treating 30 acres 

per decade would require the 

longest timeframe to restore 

riparian vegetation communi-

ties to proper functioning con-

dition. 

Mechanically treating up to 

700 acres per decade would 

require the second shortest 

timeframe to restore riparian 

vegetation communities to 

proper functioning condition. 

Would require second longest 

timeframe to restore riparian 

vegetation communities to 

proper functioning condition at 

up to 200 acres per decade of 

mechanical treatments. 

Treating up to 1,700 acres per 

decade, could allow the short-

est period required to restore 

riparian vegetation communi-

ties to proper functioning con-

dition of all alternatives. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

VEGETATION COMMUNITIES – Riparian types – continued   

Noxious weeds Adhering to application stan-

dards during aerial spraying, 

including a 200’ buffer along 

riparian areas, would protect 

untargeted riparian vegetation. 

Adhering to application stan-

dards during aerial spraying 

would protect untargeted ripa-

rian vegetation, though there 

would be more risk of inadver-

tent herbicide application given 

the minimum buffer of 100 feet 

in riparian areas. Cost of treat-

ing weeds and risk of noxious 

weed spread in riparian areas 

would be less than Alternatives 

A or C. 

Least risk of inadvertent herbi-

cide application to untargeted 

riparian vegetation, since no 

aerial spraying is allowed, but 

least progress in minimizing 

weeds in these habitats. Cost of 

treating weeds would be the 

highest of all alternatives. 

Adhering to application stan-

dards during aerial spraying 

would protect untargeted ripa-

rian vegetation. Alt. D would 

allow flexibility in weed con-

trol options based on 100 foot 

application buffer in riparian 

areas, and thus potential to 

better control weed infestation 

and spread. Low cost of treat-

ment like B, but greater risk of 

inadvertent herbicide applica-

tion than Alts. A and C. 

Special designations Some protection of riparian 

vegetation from potential fu-

ture land use disturbances such 

as utility corridors, timber 

harvest, or mining since 12 

river miles would be managed 

to maintain WSR eligibility.  

Increased protection of riparian 

vegetation over Alt. A since 

5.7 miles of river/stream seg-

ment recommended for WSR 

designation. 

Most protection of riparian 

vegetation of all alternatives 

since 12 miles of river/stream 

recommended suitable for 

WSR designation. Additional 

14 riparian acres in ACEC 

designation (Spokane Creek). 

Least protection of riparian 

vegetation of all alternatives 

since no rivers recommended 

for WSR designation. Spokane 

Creek ACEC would not be 

designated.  

Lands and realty No mineral withdrawal pro-

posed for Muskrat Creek 

Same as Alts. A and D. Muskrat Creek’s sensitive 

riparian values and vegetation 

protected from potential min-

ing impacts by 180 acre with-

drawal. 

Same as Alts. A and B. 

Mine-Related Road 

construction 

No provisions in place for 

restricting mine-related roads 

in riparian areas. 

Reduced impacts to riparian 

vegetation from Alt. A by not 

allowing mining roads and 

facilities in riparian areas un-

less no other option exists. 

Least impacts of all alterna-

tives since no mining-related 

road or facilities allowed in 

riparian areas. 

Same as Alt. A. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

 

Oil and gas leasing 

Disturbance of riparian vegeta-

tion limited by NSO within 

500 feet of reservoirs, lakes, 

ponds, and intermittent 

streams. Disturbance of ripa-

rian vegetation limited by NSO 

within 1,000 feet of perennial 

streams and rivers. 

Similar protection as Alt. A for 

reservoirs, lakes, ponds, and 

intermittent streams due to 

flexibility under Standard 

Lease Terms to move facilities 

up to 656 feet. Slightly less 

protection of vegetation along 

perennial streams and rivers 

compared to Alt. A due to lack 

of 1,000 foot NSO stipulation 

but still with flexibility to 

move facilities up to 656 feet. 

Same as Alt. B. Same as Alt. B. 

WILDLIFE 

Dry forest habitats Alt. A would restore fewer 

acres (up to 5,100 

acres/decade) of habitat for 

those species that depend on 

dry forest types than Alts. B 

and D but could restore up to 

300 acres more per decade than 

Alt. C. 

Alt. B would restore more 

habitats for species that depend 

on dry forest types (up to 

14,750 acres/decade) than Alts. 

A and C but 3,450 acres less 

per decade than Alt. D. Alter-

native B would have fewer 

short-term adverse effects on 

wildlife than Alt. D. 

Alt. C would restore the fewest 

acres of dry forest types (up to 

4,800 acres/decade) of all al-

ternatives. Alt. C would have 

the fewest short-term adverse 

effects on wildlife from distur-

bance and road construction. 

Alt. D would restore the most 

acres of dry forest types (up to 

18,200 acres/decade) of all 

alternatives and considerably 

improve habitat for a variety of 

wildlife species. Alt. D would 

have the most short-term ad-

verse effects on wildlife from 

disturbance and road construc-

tion. 

Cool, moist forest 

habitats 

Alt. A would restore fewer 

acres (up to 2,400 acres) of 

habitat for those species that 

depend on cool, moist forests 

than Alts. B and D but could 

restore up to 1,850 acres more 

per decade than Alt. C. 

Alt. B would restore more 

habitat for cool forest species 

(up to 3,750 acres/decade) than 

Alts. A and C but up to 1,300 

acres less than Alt. D. Alt. B 

would have fewer short-term 

adverse effects to wildlife than 

Alt. D. 

Alt. C would restore the fewest 

acres of cool forest (up to 550 

acres/decade) of all alterna-

tives. Alt. C would have the 

fewest short-term adverse ef-

fects on wildlife of all the al-

ternatives. 

Alt. D would restore the most 

acres of cool forest (up to 

5,050 acres/ decade) of all 

alternatives and improve more 

habitat for a variety of wildlife 

species. Alt. D would have the 

most short-term effects on 

wildlife from disturbance and 

road construction. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

WILDLIFE – continued  

Snag management Alts. A and D would not pro-

vide retention guidelines for 

snag and down woody habitat 

and would not proactively 

create snags in snag deficient 

areas. Alts. A and D would 

protect less snag habitat than 

Alts. B and C. 

Alts. B and C would both use 

the same protocol to identify 

the range of natural variability 

for retention or creation of 

snags. Unlike Alts. A and C, 

Alt. B would actively create 

snags in snag deficient areas. 

Alternative C could create less 

snag habitat over long-term 

than Alt. B due to opportunis-

tic snag creation rather than 

active management.  

Same as Alt. A. 

Timber Salvage Alt. A would have no restric-

tions on the number of acres or 

size of trees removed with 

timber salvage. Under Alt. A, 

snag habitat and down wood, 

which provides breeding and 

foraging for a variety of spe-

cies, would decline more rapid-

ly than under the action alter-

natives. 

Contiguous blocks of dead and 

dying forest would be retained 

in adequate amounts during 

timber salvage under Alt. B. 

Alt. B would retain more habi-

tat for species dependent on 

dead and dying forests com-

pared to Alts A and D but less 

than Alt. C. 

By retaining 50 percent of dead 

and dying forest during salvage 

where these areas exceed 1,000 

acres, Alt. C would ensure the 

most acres available to species 

dependent on snag habitat. Alt. 

C would ensure breeding and 

nesting habitat is available in 

adequate amounts to maintain 

viability of species dependent 

on this habitat type. 

Alt. D would retain fewer acres 

of dead and dying forest (30 

percent in areas that exceed 

1,000 acres) during salvage 

compared to Alt. B and, espe-

cially, Alt. C. This would en-

sure that some habitat is main-

tained for species dependent on 

dead and dying forest but may 

not ensure the long-term via-

bility of these species. 

Firewood cutting Alt A would have no restric-

tions on the size of snags taken 

or where snags are removed. 

This would reduce breeding 

and foraging habitat for many 

species more than the action 

alternatives. 

Restricting the size of snags 

taken would protect more 

breeding and nesting habitat 

than Alt. A but less than under 

Alt. C. 

Alt. C would protect more snag 

and down woody habitat of all 

alternatives by only allowing 

firewood cutting in designated 

areas to meet resource objec-

tive and only allowing trees 

<20‖ DBH to be removed. 

Same as Alt. B. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

Grassland/Shrubland 

habitats 

Unlike the action alternatives, 

Alt. A only proposes treating 

grasslands (up to 5,250 

acres/decade) and not sage-

brush. Alt. A would restore 

fewer acres of grassland and 

shrublands for those species 

that depend on these habitat 

types compared to Alts. B and 

D but could restore up to 3,250 

more grassland acres per dec-

ade than Alt. C. 

Alt. B would restore and en-

hance considerably more habi-

tat for grassland and shrubland 

species (up to 15,450 

acres/decade) than Alts. A and 

C but up to 10,400 acres less 

than Alt. D. However, Alt. B 

would have fewer short-term 

adverse effects to wildlife than 

Alt. D. 

Alt. C would restore the fewest 

acres of grassland (up to 2,000 

acres/decade) of all alternatives 

and less shrubland (up to 750 

acres/decade) than Alts. B and 

D but more than Alt. A. Alt. C 

would restore considerably 

fewer acres of grass-

land/shrubland habitats than 

Alts. B and D causing a decline 

in the quality and quantity of 

habitat for grassland and sage-

brush species. Alt. C would 

have the fewest short-term 

adverse effects on wildlife of 

all the alternatives. 

Alt. D would restore and en-

hance the most acres of grass-

land/shrubland (up to 25,850 

acres/decade) of all alternatives 

and improve more habitats for 

grassland/shrubland species. 

Alt. D, however, would have 

the most short-term adverse 

effects on wildlife from distur-

bance and temporary road 

construction. 

Firewood cutting in 

Riparian Areas 

With no restriction on fire-

wood cutting in riparian areas, 

Alt. A would have the most 

detrimental effects to riparian 

species from the loss of breed-

ing and nesting habitat. 

Alt. B would maintain more 

breeding and nesting habitat in 

riparian areas by restricting 

firewood cutting within 100 

feet of live streams and within 

50 feet of intermittent streams. 

Alt. C would provide the 

greatest protection to breeding 

and nesting riparian wildlife 

species of all alternatives by 

not allowing firewood cutting 

within 200 feet of live streams 

and within 100 feet of intermit-

tent streams. 

Same as Alt. B. 

Riparian habitat 

protection 

Under Alts. A and D, riparian 

areas would be given a mini-

mum amount of protection 

through the use of SMZs. SMZs 

allow activities such as logging, 

prescribed fire, and road build-

ing in riparian areas (50 feet on 

either side of a stream) but re-

stricts how many trees can be 

removed and where road con-

struction can occur. 

Alts. B and C would establish 

riparian management zones 

(RMZs) where all activities 

would have to meet riparian 

goals and objectives. The RMZ 

width would vary depending 

on the type of stream (80 feet 

for perennial streams and 160 

feet for fish bearing streams).  

Alt. C would ensure the best 

protection of riparian and 

stream habitats by requiring all 

activities with 150 feet of pe-

rennial and 300 feet of fish 

bearing streams meet riparian 

goals and objectives. Alt. C 

would protect more riparian 

habitat for terrestrial species 

than all other alternatives. 

Same as Alt. A 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

WILDLIFE – Riparian habitat protection – continued  

 SMZs provide limited protec-

tion to overall riparian function 

and habitat diversity to terre-

strial species. By focusing dead 

and live tree retention within 

the first 50 feet of stream and 

by allowing smaller diameter 

trees to be retained (down to 8 

inches DBH), SMZs would 

limit wood recruitment to 

streams, reduce habitat for 

foraging and breeding (less 

vegetation and smaller diame-

ter snags retained), reduce 

hiding and brood rearing habi-

tat as well as limit effective 

wildlife movement corridors. 

The emphasis in riparian and 

stream functions along with 

wider RMZs would ensure that 

riparian habitat is maintained 

along streams not only for 

water quality and aquatic habi-

tat but also for the numerous 

terrestrial wildlife species that 

use riparian areas for breeding, 

foraging and hiding as well as 

for movement corridors. 

  

Noxious weeds Continued degradation of 

grassland, shrubland, riparian 

and forested habitats with a 

reduction in forage, hiding 

cover, and vegetative diversity 

due to the fewest acres treated 

of all alternatives.  

Alt. A would provide more 

protection to non-target vegeta-

tion compared to Alt. D by not 

allowing aerial spraying within 

200 feet of streams. 

Assuming implementation of 

the high end of proposed weed 

treatment acres, Alt. B would 

treat more weeds than Alts. A 

and C but less than D. Alt. B 

would restore more habitat 

than Alts. A and C but less 

than D. Alt. B would provide 

the same protection from non-

target species as Alt. D by not 

allowing aerial spraying within 

a minimum of 100 feet of 

streams. 

Assuming implementation of 

the high end of proposed weed 

treatment acres, Alt. C would 

treat and restore more acres of 

weeds than Alt. A but substan-

tially less than Alts. B and D. 

Alt. C would provide the most 

protection of non-target vegeta-

tion of all alternatives by not 

allowing aerial spraying. Alt C 

could allow weed infestation to 

rapidly spread in hard to access 

sites by not allowing aerial 

spraying. 

Assuming implementation of 

the high end of proposed weed 

treatment acres, Alt. D would 

restore more habitats for a 

diversity of species compared 

to the other alternatives by 

reducing noxious weed infesta-

tions. Alt. D would protect the 

least amount of non-target 

vegetation by allowing aerial 

spraying within 100 feet of 

streams. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

Livestock grazing Alt. A would have more acres 

available to livestock grazing 

than Alts. B and C (273,000) 

and the same as Alt. D. Alter-

natives A and D could have 

more negative effects due to 

competition between livestock 

and big game for forage, spread 

of noxious weeds, decrease in 

quality and quantity of grass-

land/shrubland habitat and loss 

of riparian habitat than Alts. B 

and C. 

Alt. B would reduce the exist-

ing acres available for livestock 

grazing to 265,000 acres and 

potentially increase the quality 

and quantity of habitat for big 

game as well as nesting and 

foraging habitat for a variety of 

grassland/shrubland and ripa-

rian species compared to Alts. 

A and D. Annual maintenance 

of exclosures would ensure 

riparian areas are not degraded 

from livestock grazing or tram-

pling. 

Alt C would allow the fewest 

acres of livestock grazing 

(262,000 acres) compared to all 

other alternatives. This would 

benefit the most wildlife spe-

cies by reducing competition 

for forage, reducing distur-

bance, preventing spread of 

weeds, protecting riparian 

areas, and protecting nesting 

and cover habitat. Annual 

maintenance of exclosures 

would ensure riparian areas are 

not degraded from livestock 

grazing or trampling. 

Same as Alt. A on allowable 

acres for livestock grazing but 

more effects from reduced 

maintenance of livestock ex-

closures expected (exclosures 

to be maintained every 5 

years). However, damaged and 

non-functional exclosures 

could allow access to riparian 

areas and streams between 5 

year maintenance intervals. 

Due to this, Alternative D 

would provide less protection 

to riparian areas than Alterna-

tives B and C. 

Bighorn sheep 

management 

For new sheep/goat allotments 

or conversions from cows to 

sheep/ goats, although Alts A 

and D would allow for a buffer 

of up to 9 miles between wild 

and domestic sheep, these 

alternatives would not have a 

minimum buffer width. These 

Alts. would not guarantee ade-

quate separation between wild 

and domestic sheep to prevent 

disease transmission. 

Alt. A would not provide spe-

cific guidance when using 

domestic sheep for weed con-

trol in occupied bighorn sheep 

habitat. This could allow for 

disease transmission to wild 

sheep during weed control 

activities. 

For new sheep/goat allotments 

or conversions from cows to 

sheep/ goats, Alt. B would 

require a minimum buffer 

width of 5 miles between wild 

and domestic sheep popula-

tions to reduce the potential for 

diseases to be passed from 

domestic to bighorn sheep.  

Alts. B and C would not allow 

new sheep or goat allotments 

in occupied bighorn sheep 

habitat to protect wild sheep 

from disease transmission.  

Alts. B, C, and D would re-

strict when and for how long 

domestic sheep could be used 

for weed control adjacent to 

occupied wild sheep habitat. 

For new sheep/goat allotments 

or conversions from cows to 

sheep/ goats, Alt. C would 

have the greatest protection to 

bighorn sheep from disease 

transmission and competition 

of resources due to the largest 

mandatory buffer (9 miles) 

between wild and domestic 

sheep. Alt. C would also have 

the most restrictions on when 

domestic sheep could be used 

for weed control and would not 

allow new sheep or goat allot-

ments in occupied bighorn 

sheep habitat. 

For new sheep/goat allotments 

or conversions from cows to 

sheep/ goats, Alt. D would 

have the same direction for a 

buffer between domestic sheep 

and goat allotments and wild 

sheep habitat as Alternative A, 

but would have the same re-

strictions as Alt. B for the use 

of domestic sheep and goats 

during weed control adjacent to 

wild sheep habitat. Alt D would 

protect bighorn sheep from 

disease slightly more than Alt. 

A but considerably less than 

Alts. B and C. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

WILDLIFE – continued  

Fire Management Alts. A and D would have more 

mortality to nesting migratory 

and resident birds compared to 

Alts. B and C because there 

would be no timing restrictions 

during prescribed burning or 

mechanical treatments. 

Alt. B would reduce mortality 

to nesting birds, including 

migratory and resident birds, 

by excluding the use of fire 

during the breeding season.  

Because mechanical treatments 

would not have timing restric-

tions, there could be impacts to 

breeding birds from implemen-

tation during the breeding sea-

son. Alt. B would protect 

breeding birds and prevent 

more mortality than Alts. A and 

D but less than Alt. C. 

Alt. C would prevent the most 

mortality to migratory and 

resident breeding birds by 

restricting both prescribed fire 

and mechanical treatments 

during the breeding season. 

Same as Alt. A. 

Travel management Alt. D would have the most 

miles of open yearlong roads 

(471.8 miles) of all alternatives. 

Alt. D would have the most 

detrimental effects on wildlife 

from disturbance or loss of 

habitat for overwintering, 

breeding, and migrating wild-

life. Alt. A would have more 

roads that could cause direct 

mortality through road kill, 

prevent wildlife movement, 

create disturbance, cause 

spread of noxious weeds, and 

cause habitat fragmentation 

across the landscape. 

Alt. B would have substantially 

fewer detrimental effects to 

wildlife from open yearlong 

roads (263 miles) compared to 

Alt. A. Alt. B would also have 

fewer negative effects to wild-

life from loss of habitat, road 

kill, disturbance and fragmenta-

tion of habitat than Alt. D but 

more than Alt. C. 

Alt. C would have the least 

negative effects to wildlife 

from open roads because no 

new permanent roads would be 

constructed for forest treat-

ments and because Alt. C 

would have the most closed 

and seasonally restricted roads. 

Alt. C would have 244.3 miles 

of open yearlong roads, consi-

derably less than Alts. A and D 

and 13.3 miles less than Alt. B. 

Alt. D would improve wildlife 

habitat and reduce disturbance 

over Alt. A with 304.8 miles of 

open yearlong roads but would 

restore much fewer acres and 

allow considerable disturbance 

over Alts. B and C. 

 Alt. A would have more detri-

mental effects to wildlife from 

cross-country snowmobile use 

Alt. B would have considerably 

fewer acres available for cross-

country snowmobile use 

Alt. C would have substantially 

fewer detrimental effects to 

wildlife from cross-country 

Alt. D would allow 139,138 

acres to be open to cross country 

snowmobile use, considerably 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

on 143,206 acres compared to 

the other alternatives. Alt A 

would allow more harassment 

of wildlife during seasons of 

high stress. This could lead to 

individuals leaving an area 

and/or cause an increase in 

stress that could lead to mortali-

ty. 

(112,682 acres) compared to Alt. 

A. Alt B would protect more 

wildlife from harassment and 

stress due to snowmobile use 

than Alts A and D but substan-

tially less than Alt. C. 

snowmobile use of all alterna-

tives. Alt C would allow cross-

country snowmobile use on 

26,148 acres. 

more than Alts. B and C, but 

4,068 acres less than Alt. A.  

Alt. D would have the greatest 

negative effects from harass-

ment, displacement and an in-

crease in stress to wildlife from 

snowmobile use of the action 

alternatives, but would have 

fewer effects than Alternative A. 

Big game winter 

 range habitat 

Actual road densities in winter 

range for Alt. A would be great-

er than 1 mi/mi
2
 in all five travel 

plan areas being analyzed in 

RMP. Road densities above 1 

mi/mi
2
 can have substantial 

detrimental effects to big game 

through loss of habitat, distur-

bance, an increase in stress, and 

an increase in vulnerability to 

direct mortality (road kill and 

hunting). 

No minimum size of unroaded 

forested habitats identified to be 

protected as big game security 

habitat under Alt. A. Based on 

existing blocks of security habi-

tat 250 acres or greater in size, 

Alt. A would provide 5,846 

acres of security habitat Deci-

sion Area-wide. 

Alt. B would provide greater 

protection and larger blocks of 

effective big game habitats than 

Alts. A and D by having road 

densities below 1.0 mi/mi
2
 in 

winter range of all five travel 

plan areas being analyzed. Alt. B 

would further protect big game 

habitat over Alts. A and D by 

restricting new road construction 

in areas where open road densi-

ties are 1.0 mi/mi
2
 or less. 

Alt. B would have substantially 

more functional big game securi-

ty habitat than Alt. A by retain-

ing blocks (>250 acres) of fo-

rested habitats as unroaded or 

with closed roads during the 

hunting season. Alt. B would 

provide 8,510 acres of security 

habitat Decision Area-wide. 

Alt. C would provide the most 

protection and the largest blocks 

of effective big game habitat of 

all alternatives by reducing road 

densities within winter range in 

all five travel plan areas to 0.8 

mi/mi
2
 or less. Alt. C would 

further protect big game habitat 

more than all other alternatives 

by restricting new road construc-

tion in areas where open road 

densities are 1.5 mi/mi
2
 or less. 

Alt. C would ensure the greatest 

amount of functional big game 

security habitat of all alternatives 

by retaining blocks (>250 acres) 

as unroaded or with closed roads 

during the hunting season. Alt. C 

would provide 10,946 acres of 

security habitat Decision Area-

wide. 

Alt. D would create larger blocks 

of big game habitat over Alt. A, 

but fewer acres compared to Alts. 

B and C. Road densities within 

winter range of the five travel 

plan areas being analyzed would 

be 1.2 mi/mi
2
 or less. Alt. D 

would continue to reduce effec-

tive big game habitat because 

new road construction would be 

restricted in areas where open 

road densities are 0.5 mi/mi
2
 or 

less. 

Alt. D would provide more secu-

rity habitat than Alt. A, but less 

than Alts. B and C. Alt. D would 

provide 7,007 acres of security 

habitat Decision Area-wide. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

WILDLIFE – continued  

Wildlife movement 

corridors 

Habitat fragmentation and isola-

tion of populations as a result of 

degradation of movement corri-

dors can result in small, vulner-

able populations. Disturbance 

related to high road density 

within wildlife corridors can 

degrade the quality of wildlife 

corridors, eventually making 

them unavailable to wildlife 

species that depend on them.  

Alt. A would have the fewest 

acres of wildlife movement 

corridors with low road densities 

(99,137 acres). 

Alt. B would substantially im-

prove the quality of wildlife 

movement corridors over Alt. A 

by increasing the acreage with 

low road densities to 114,086 

acres. 

Alt. C would provide the most 

connectivity and the least 

amount of habitat fragmentation 

of all alternatives by providing 

the most acreage with low road 

densities in wildlife movement 

corridors at 117,469 acres. 

Alt. D would have the least 

amount of connectivity and the 

lowest quality movement corri-

dors (109,796 acres with low 

road densities) compared to Alts 

B and C, but would have higher 

quality corridors compared to 

Alt. A. 

Special designations Alt. A would continue man-

agement of the Sleeping Giant 

ACEC but would not propose 

any new ACECs. Under Alt. A, 

WSAs would revert back to 

multiple use management if not 

designated as wilderness. If the 

existing MOU in the Elkhorn 

Mountains is withdrawn, this 

area would also revert to mul-

tiple use management. Alt. A 

would have the fewest acres 

managed for wildlife goals and 

objectives through the special 

designations compared to all 

other alts. 

Alt. B would propose four 

ACECs. The two new ACECs 

that would benefit wildlife the 

most under Alt B would be 

Humbug Spires and, especially, 

Elkhorns. If the WSA designa-

tion is withdrawn for Humbug 

Spires, the ACEC would ensure 

habitat for many dry forest, 

riparian and cliff species would 

be protected in this unique area. 

The Elkhorn ACEC would con-

sist of 50,431 acres in and 

around the Elkhorn Mountains 

but would exclude the Limes-

tone Hills National Guard 

Training Area, Radersburg mo-

torized play area and small iso-

Under Alt. C, the benefits to 

wildlife from ACECs would be 

similar to Alt. B with the excep-

tion of the Elkhorn ACEC. Un-

der Alt. C, the Elkhorn ACEC 

would consist of all BLM lands 

in and around the Elkhorns 

(67,665 acres). Alt. C would 

ensure that all BLM acres in the 

Elkhorn Mountains would be 

managed over the long-term 

specifically for wildlife. 

Alt. D would propose new 

ACECs. The Humbug Spires 

ACEC would be the same as 

Alts B and C. Under Alt. D, the 

Elkhorn ACEC would only 

include the existing WSA boun-

dary (3,575 acres). This would 

be substantially different from 

Alts. B and C. If the existing 

MOU is withdrawn under Alt. 

D, the majority of BLM lands in 

the Elkhorn Mountain Range 

would revert to multiple use 

management. This would be 

detrimental to wildlife in this 

unique area.  
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

lated parcels along the western 

boundary. 

This ACEC would have long-

term benefits to wildlife by 

focusing management specifi-

cally for wildlife. Substantially 

more acres would be proposed 

under this alternative than under 

Alt. D. 

Recreation No food storage restrictions 

would be in place at recreation 

sites to protect bears from 

being moved or destroyed. 

Alt. B would protect bears 

from being moved or destroyed 

by implementing food storage 

restrictions at recreation sites. 

Same as Alt. B. Same as Alt. A 

Oil and gas leasing All big game winter and calv-

ing habitat in the five areas 

with most potential for oil and 

gas development would be 

protected with timing restric-

tions. Timing restrictions 

would be the same for Alt. A, 

B, and D in big game win-

ter/spring habitat. Timing re-

strictions would allow habitat 

to be lost and would allow 

some disturbance to big game 

during development. 

Wildlife management areas 

(state lands) would be the most 

protected of the action alterna-

tives with NL and NSO stipu-

lations. 

Alt. B would use NSO to pro-

tect wildlife management areas 

(same as Alt. D) and in bighorn 

sheep core habitat. Alt. B 

would ensure habitat is not lost 

and sheep not disturbed in core 

areas. This is more protective 

than Alts. A and D. 

Alt. B would also use timing 

restriction in other big game 

habitats (calving/birthing 

areas) but they would be more 

restrictive than under Alts. A 

and D. This would give big 

game more refuge during the 

calving season and also reduce 

stress during the winter and 

spring seasons. 

Alt. C would provide complete 

protection to big game from 

loss of habitats or disturbance 

by using a NL stipulation in 

big game habitat and in wild-

life management areas. 

Alt. D would be similar to Alt. 

A and Alt. B in protecting big 

game. 

This Alt. would provide more 

refuge to bighorn sheep by 

having a longer time restriction 

during the winter and spring 

than Alt. A. Alt. D would have 

less protection to bighorn 

sheep than Alts B and C only 

using a timing restriction in 

core habitat. Timing restric-

tions would allow habitat to be 

lost and would allow distur-

bance to bighorn sheep core 

habitat during development. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

FISH 

Riparian Function Under Alt. A and D, riparian 

areas would be given a minimum 

amount of protection through the 

use of SMZs. SMZs allow activi-

ties such as logging, prescribed 

fire, and road building in riparian 

areas (generally 50 feet on either 

side of a stream) but restricts 

how many trees can be removed 

and where road construction can 

occur. 

Alts B and C would establish 

riparian management zones 

(RMZs) where all activities 

would have to meet riparian 

goals and objectives. The RMZ 

width would vary depending on 

the type of stream (80 feet for 

perennial streams and 160 feet 

for fish bearing streams).  

 

Alt. C would ensure the most 

protection of riparian and stream 

habitats by requiring all activi-

ties with 150 feet of perennial 

and 300 feet of fish bearing 

streams meet riparian goals and 

objectives. Alt. C would protect 

more riparian habitat for aquatic 

species than all other alterna-

tives. 

Same as Alt. A 

 Although this would provide 

some protection to streams, the 

loss of riparian vegetation and 

soil disturbance could cause 

negative impacts to streams from 

increased runoff, loss of large 

woody material, loss of riparian 

vegetation and sedimentation. 

The emphasis in riparian and 

stream functions along with 

wider RMZs would ensure that 

riparian and stream habitats and 

functions are maintained for the 

long-term. 

  

Wildland fire 

suppression 

Alts. A and D would not require 

fish screens when removing 

water during fire suppression. 

This could cause direct mortality 

of fish. 

Alt. B would prevent mortality 

to fish by requiring fish screens 

are used when removing water 

from streams. 

Same as Alt. B. Same as Alt. B. 

Watershed function Watersheds with the highest road 

densities often have lower quali-

ty and less functional habitat 

available for fish. Alt A would 

have the most BLM acres with 

high road densities (>2 mi/mi
2
) 

of all alternatives (107,566 

acres). 

Alt. B would improve the overall 

function of watersheds and the 

quality of fish habitat by reduc-

ing acres with high road densi-

ties to 87,729 acres compared to 

Alt. A. Alt B would have fewer 

acres with high road densities 

compared to Alt. D but more 

than Alt. C. 

Alt. C would substantially im-

prove overall watershed func-

tions and aquatic habitats by 

having the fewest acres with 

high road densities of all alterna-

tives (81,196 acres). 

Alt D would improve watershed 

functions more than Alt. A with 

95,481 acres in high road densi-

ties but would allow more detri-

mental effects to aquatic habitats 

from high road densities com-

pared to Alts. B and C. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

Riparian roads Road crossings and roads that 

are adjacent to streams can re-

sult in loss of riparian vegeta-

tion, loss of large woody materi-

al to streams, increased sedi-

mentation, direct stream channel 

alteration, and barriers to fish 

movement. Alt. A would have 

the most miles of open roads in 

riparian areas (94.3 miles) of all 

alternatives. 

Alt. B would allow improve-

ment in riparian vegetation and 

decrease sedimentation and 

runoff to streams more than 

Alts. A and D with 77.4 miles of 

open roads in riparian areas. 

Alt. C would have the greatest 

benefit to fish and aquatic habi-

tats by having the most miles of 

closed roads in riparian areas by 

decreasing the amount of open 

road miles to 73.7. 

Alt. D would improve aquatic 

and riparian habitats more than 

Alt. A, but not as much as Alts. 

B and C by having 81.2 miles of 

open roads in riparian areas. 

Lands and realty Alt. A would not protect the 

genetically pure westslope cutth-

roat trout population in Muskrat 

Cr. with a 180 acre mineral 

withdrawal. 

Mining in and along Muskrat 

Cr. could cause a loss of riparian 

vegetation, streambed and bank 

destabilization, erosion and 

sedimentation and alteration of 

floodplain and stream morphol-

ogy. Alt. A could allow crushing 

or disturbance of gravels during 

spawning and when eggs are 

incubating/hatching. If mining 

operations cause a decline in this 

population, the population may 

no longer be able to function as 

a donor source of fish for MT 

and may impede long-term 

restoration efforts. 

Same as Alt. A.  Alt. C would provide long-term 

protection of riparian and aqua-

tic habitats for the restored pop-

ulation of westslope cutthroat 

trout in Muskrat Creek from the 

negative effects of mining (in-

cluding placer mining) on aqua-

tic and riparian species through 

a 180 acre mineral withdrawal.  

Alt. C would ensure long-term 

protection to the newly restored 

westslope cutthroat trout popula-

tion in Muskrat Creek from the 

direct detrimental effects of 

mining (including placer min-

ing) by implementing a 180 acre 

mineral withdrawal. 

Same as Alt. A. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

FISH – continued  

Special designations Alt. A would protect the least 

amount of fish bearing stream 

(11.4 miles) through ACEC 

designations. 

No streams would be recom-

mended for WSR but manage-

ment would protect ORVs on 

all four eligible segments (12 

miles). 

More protective of fish-bearing 

streams with 30.6 miles in 

ACEC designations. More 

protection to fish and aquatic 

resources than Alts. A and D 

with two eligible segments (5.7 

miles) recommended for 

WSRS. 

Most protective of fish-bearing 

streams with 32.9 miles in 

ACEC designations. More 

protective than Alt. B because 

of additional miles in Elkhorns 

ACEC designation. Most pro-

tection to fish and aquatic re-

sources from WSRS with four 

segments (12 miles) recom-

mended as suitable. 

More miles of fish-bearing 

streams in ACEC designations 

than Alt. A (21.5 miles), but 

less than Alts. B and C. 

No eligible WSRs would be 

recommended as suitable.  

SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES  

Wildlife 

Raptors Under Alt A, there would be no 

restrictions on projects around 

active raptor nests. 

No unoccupied raptor nest sites 

would be protected from loss of 

habitat. 

Alt. B could prevent more 

raptors from abandoning nests 

due to noise and project im-

plementation than Alts. A and 

D with a 0.5 mile noise distur-

bance buffer. 

Enhanced protection and re-

cruitment of raptors through 

protection of unoccupied nests 

for 5 years and retention of 

suitable habitat within 0.25 

mile radius. 

Alt. C would prevent more 

raptors from abandoning nests 

compared to all other alterna-

tives with a 1 mile noise distur-

bance buffer. 

Substantial protection to rap-

tors due to a 0.5 mile buffer 

around unoccupied nests and 

protection for 7 years. 

Alt. D would have a smaller 

buffer around raptor nests (0.25 

mile) and would have more 

detrimental effects to raptors 

than Alts. B and C but less than 

Alt. A. 

Less protection than Alts. B 

and C due to a 0.25 mile buffer 

around unoccupied nests and 

protection for 3 years. 

Bald eagles There is no identified manage-

ment for restoration of bald 

eagle nest and roost sites. 

Alt. B would treat vegetation 

around bald eagle nest and 

roost sites to protect nest trees 

from fire and promote devel-

opment of nest trees. 

Same as Alt. B. Same as Alt. A. 

Grizzly bear habitat Road densities and open roads 

can impact the quality and 

quantity of grizzly bear habitat. 

Closing roads under Alt. B 

would minimize the negative 

impacts on bears related to 

Alt. C would provide the larg-

est blocks of effective grizzly 

bear habitat of all alternatives 

Although Alt. D would provide 

better quality habitat for grizzly 

bears than Alt. A, road densi-
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

Grizzly bears underutilize 

habitat near roads and other 

human activities. MFWP re-

commends that land manage-

ment agencies manage for an 

open road density of 1 mi/mi
2
 

or less in occupied grizzly bear 

habitat. Alt. A would have the 

lowest quality and the least 

amount of functional grizzly 

bear habitat compared to the 

other alternatives with a road 

density of 2.4 mi/mi
2 
in occu-

pied grizzly bear habitat. 

disturbance and interactions 

with humans more than under 

Alts. A and D but less than 

under Alt. C. Alt. B would 

have a road density of 0.8 

mi/mi
2
 in occupied grizzly bear 

habitat. Alts. B and D would 

maintain functional habitat by 

restricting new, permanent 

roads in areas where open road 

densities are 1.0 mi/mi
2 
or less. 

by reducing road densities to 

0.6 mi/mi
2
 in occupied grizzly 

bear habitat and by restricting 

new, permanent roads in areas 

where open road densities are 

1.5 mi/mi
2
 or less. 

ties would still be above the 1 

mi/mi
2
 (1.3 mi/mi

2
) recom-

mended by MFWP. Alt. D 

would provide lower quality 

and less functional habitat for 

grizzly bear than Alts. B and C. 

Oil and Gas leasing Alts. A and D would have CSU 

for grizzly bear and gray wolf 

and would not ensure protec-

tion from disturbance or loss of 

habitat from oil and gas explo-

ration and development. 

Alts. A, B and D would have 

similar protections from NSO 

or TL to prairie dog towns, 

sage grouse winter and spring 

range and bald eagle nest sites. 

Sage grouse would be the least 

protected under Alt. A with TL 

of 0.25 mile radius of leks. 

Grizzly bear in the recovery 

zone would be completely 

protected from disturbance and 

habitat loss with a NSO but 

bears in the distribution zone 

would only be protected from 

disturbance in the spring and 

fall. 

Gray wolf den sites would be 

protected from disturbance but 

not from loss of habitat. 

Alts B and D would give pere-

grine falcons more protection 

from disturbance and loss of 

habitat than with Alts. A. 

Sage grouse leks would be 

completely protected from 

disturbance during the breeding 

season under Alts. B and D but 

habitat could be lost. 

Grizzly bear, gray wolf, sage 

grouse, bald eagle, peregrine 

falcon, and ferruginous hawk 

would all be protected from 

disturbance and loss of habitat 

with NSO or NL under Alt. C.  

Sage grouse leks would be 

completely protected from 

disturbance and habitat loss 

under Alts. C with a 3 mile 

NSO. 

Alts. A and D would have CSU 

for grizzly bear and gray wolf 

and would not ensure protec-

tion from disturbance or loss of 

habitat from oil and gas explo-

ration and development. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES – continued  

Fish 

Westslope cutthroat 

trout 

No emphasis on which 

westslope cutthroat trout popu-

lations should be restored. 

No management emphasis to 

remove non-native species that 

out-compete or breed with 

westslope cutthroat trout. 

Alt. B could cause an expan-

sion in population by empha-

sizing restoration of genetically 

pure and <20 percent hybri-

dized westslope cutthroat trout 

and their habitats. 

Alts. B and C would prevent 

the loss or degradation of 

westslope cutthroat trout popu-

lations by removing non-native 

species that outcompete or 

breed with westslope cutthroat 

trout. 

Alt. C would allow the greatest 

amount of population expan-

sion by emphasizing restoration 

of all westslope cutthroat trout 

populations and their habitats, 

regardless of the degree of 

hybridization. 

Same as Alt. B. 

Alt. D would allow the least 

amount of population expan-

sion of the action alternatives 

by emphasizing restoration of 

genetically pure and <10 per-

cent hybridized westslope 

cutthroat trout and their habi-

tats. 

Same as Alt. A. 

Oil and gas leasing Alt. A would provide the least 

amount of protection to aquatic 

species with NSOs up to 0.25 

mile for westslope and Yellow-

stone cutthroat trout and Arctic 

grayling, and a CSU for bull 

trout. 

NSO within 0.5 mile of streams 

would protect westslope and 

Yellowstone cutthroat trout, 

Arctic grayling, and bull trout. 

Greatest amount of protection 

of all alternatives to westslope 

and Yellowstone cutthroat 

trout, Arctic grayling, and bull 

trout with NSO or No Lease 

within 0.5 mile of streams.  

Alt. D would provide more 

protection over Alt. A with 0.5 

mile CSU or NSO but less 

protection than under Alts. B or 

C. 

Plants  

Noxious Weeds Under the worst case scenario 

analysis assumptions, Alt. A 

would have the fewest acres of 

noxious weed spread (43,000) 

of all alternatives, placing the 

least amount of habitat at risk. 

Under a worst case scenario, 

Alt. B would have the second 

highest acres of spread 

(48,000) of all alternatives, 

putting more special status 

plant habitat at risk. 

Under a worst case scenario, 

Alt. C would have the most 

acres of weed spread (51,000) 

of all alternatives, placing the 

most habitat at risk. 

Under a worst case scenario, 

Alt. D would have fewer acres 

of weed spread (47,000) than 

Alts. B and C, putting less 

habitat at risk than the other 

action alternatives. 

OHV Most motorized use activity 

and miles of open road, placing 

the most habitat at risk. 

Less motorized use activity 

than Alts. A and D, lesser im-

pacts on special status plant 

habitat. 

Least motorized use activity of 

all alternatives, posing the least 

impacts on habitat. 

Less motorized use activity 

than Alt. A, but more than Alts. 

B and C. More potential habitat 

impacts than other action alter-

natives. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

Riparian buffers SMZs would limit disturbance 

to Idaho sedge and small yel-

low lady’s slipper habitat. 

RMZs would provide greater 

buffers than SMZs and also 

buffers for non-forested species 

such as mealy primrose, Ute 

ladies’ tresses and dwarf purple 

monkeyflower. 

Largest RMZ buffer for ripa-

rian species, protecting riparian 

and some upslope special status 

plants the most of all alterna-

tives. 

Same as Alt. A. 

Dry forest tree, shrub, 

grass treatments 

Less habitat treated than Alts. 

B and D. Potential short-term 

adverse effects due to ground 

disturbance would be less, as 

would potential long-term 

benefits of treatments than 

Alts. B and D.  

Treatments to restore dry for-

est, shrub, and grass habitat 

higher than Alts. A and C. 

Greater potential short-term 

adverse effects due to ground 

disturbance, but greater long-

term benefits than Alts. A and 

C.  

Fewest acres of habitat treat-

ments of all alternatives. Fewer 

potential short-term adverse 

effects along with fewer long-

term benefits of all alternatives.  

Most acres of habitat treatment 

of all alternatives. Most poten-

tial short-term adverse effects 

along with most long-term 

benefits of all alternatives.  

Oil and Gas NSO within 0.25 mile of 

known sensitive status plant 

populations would reduce risk 

of habitat disturbance. 

NSO within 0.25 mile of 

known sensitive status plant 

populations would reduce risk 

of habitat disturbance. 

Greatest reduction in risk of 

habitat disturbance with NSO 

within 0.5 mile of known spe-

cial status plant population. 

NSO of known sensitive status 

plant populations would limit 

disturbance of populations, 

however risk of habitat distur-

bance and fragmentation would 

be the highest. 

WILDLAND FIRE MANAGEMENT 

Fire management Provides 7,300 acres of Cate-

gory A fire management in 

which wildland fire is not de-

sired which will limit fuels 

treatment options to mechani-

cal treatment on those acres. 

Contains no Category A fire 

management, providing some 

flexibility in fire management. 

Most restrictive fire manage-

ment alternative with most 

acres (41,000) of Category A 

fire management which will 

limit fuels treatment options to 

mechanical only treatment on 

those acres. 

Allows greatest flexibility in 

fire management with no Cate-

gory A fire management and 

highest Category D acres. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

WILDLAND FIRE MANAGEMENT – continued  

Fire suppression 

strategies 

Allows for some flexibility to 

manage fires but a large per-

centage could be controlled 

while still small in size. 

Same as Alt. A, but more flex-

ibility to manage fires since no 

Category A designations. 

Greatest potential to reduce 

loss of life and property and 

protect resources because fire 

suppression high priority. 

Same as Alt. A. 

Hazardous fuel 

treatments 

Reduces fuels on second least 

acres (14,430 per decade). 

Lower fuel levels would result 

in a reduced potential for high-

severity fires. 

Reduces fuels on second most 

acres per decade of all alterna-

tives, and would reduce fire 

intensity and behavior, improve 

fire fighter safety, and move 

towards historic FRCC levels 

more than Alts. A and  C.  

Reduces fuels on least acres of 

all alternatives, which would 

do the least to reduce fire inten-

sity and behavior, improve 

wildland fire fighter safety, and 

change FRCC. 

Reduces fuels on the most 

acres of all alternatives and 

would do the most to reduce 

fire intensity and behavior, 

improve wildland fire fighter 

safety, and move toward histor-

ic FRCC levels. 

Travel management Provides greatest access for fire 

suppression and fuel treatments 

and most opportunities for 

human caused wildland fire. 

Provides second lowest level of 

access for fire suppression and 

fuel reduction treatments, and 

fewer opportunities for human-

caused fire ignitions. 

Provides the least access for 

fire suppression and fuel treat-

ments and fewest opportunities 

for human-caused wildland 

fire. 

Provides second highest level 

of access for fire suppression 

and fuel reduction treatments, 

and second highest opportuni-

ties for human-caused fire 

ignitions. 

Recreation Opportunity 

Spectrum (ROS) 

Determined on case by case 

basis. Provides for most flex-

ibility between alternatives. 

Could limit the flexibility for 

designing and planning fuels 

projects and implementing fire 

suppression on 36,800 acres. 

Could limit the flexibility for 

designing and planning fuels 

projects and implementing fire 

suppression on 63,700 acres. 

Could limit the flexibility for 

designing and planning fuels 

projects and implementing fire 

suppression on 30,000 acres. 

Visual Resource 

Management 

Second fewest acres designated 

in VRM Class I and II. This 

would provide for more flex-

ibility for designing, planning, 

and implementation of fuels 

projects. 

80,400 acres designated in 

VRM Class I and II. This could 

limit the effectiveness and 

flexibility for designing, plan-

ning, and implementation fuels 

projects on those acres. 

The most VRM Class I and II 

lands (99,100 acres) of any 

alternative, which may affect 

the extent of some fire man-

agement actions and fuel treat-

ments more than under any 

other alternative.  

The least VRM Class I and II 

lands (38,100 acres) of any 

alternative, which may affect 

the extent of some fire man-

agement actions and fuel treat-

ments. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

Wildlife (Seasonal 

Timing Restrictions) 

There would be  no seasonal 

timing restrictions for pre-

scribed fire or mechanical 

treatments in this alternative 

Restrictions for prescribed fire 

in this alternative. This may 

cause delays, higher cost, and 

possible less effectiveness in 

reducing fire intensity and 

behavior, improve wildland fire 

fighter safety, and change 

FRCC.  

Restriction on prescribed fire 

and mechanical treatments. 

This may limit the opportuni-

ties and effectiveness of to 

reduce fire intensity and beha-

vior, improve wildland fire 

fighter safety, and change 

FRCC especially in areas of 

wildland urban interface. 

Same as Alt. A.  

CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Recreation sites/ special 

designations 

Possible adverse effects due to 

development of recreation sites. 

Increased protection of tradi-

tion-al cultural properties over 

Alts. A and D due to acreage 

managed as ACECs and in-

creased restrictions on surface 

disturbing activity. 

Most protective of cultural 

properties due to largest 

acreage managed as ACECs. 

Increased protection of tradi-

tional cultural properties over 

Alt. A due to increase in 

acreage managed as ACECs. 

Oil and gas leasing Large number of cultural sites 

would be vulnerable to adverse 

effects due to standard lease 

terms and controlled surface 

use stipulations. 

Fewer cultural sites would be 

vulnerable to adverse effects 

due to standard lease terms and 

controlled use stipulations as 

well as NSO for traditional 

cultural properties compared to 

Alt. A. 

Most protective of cultural sites 

because it has the lowest num-

ber of acres open for fluid 

mineral leasing. 

Same as Alt. B. 

Forest treatments Risk of impacting cultural and 

paleontological resources due 

to ground disturbance from 

vegetation treatments would 

not change. 

Alt. B would place more cul-

tural and paleontological re-

sources at risk due to an in-

crease in forest treatments over 

Alt. A.  

Fewer cultural and paleonto-

logical resources would be at 

risk than in the other alterna-

tives due to less ground distur-

bance from vegetation treat-

ments. 

Highest proposed forest treat-

ment acres would put more 

cultural and paleontological 

resources at risk than under any 

other alternative. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES – continued  

Visual Resource 

Management 

Lowering the number of acres 

managed as Class II in this 

alternative may have an ad-

verse impact on traditional 

cultural properties, which often 

incorporate the quality of the 

viewshed for traditional values. 

Increasing Class II acreages 

would improve the visual quali-

ty of traditional cultural proper-

ties in those viewsheds. 

Most beneficial to traditional 

cultural properties by providing 

greatest acres managed under 

Class II and III and allowing 

fewest viewshed intrusions. 

Same as Alt. B. 

Soil protection Alt. A would put the most 

cultural and paleontological 

resources at risk of loss from 

erosion due to less protection 

of the soil resource. 

Alt. B would prevent soil ero-

sion more than Alts. A or D 

and would therefore protect 

more cultural and paleontologi-

cal resources. 

Alt. C would be most protec-

tive of soil resources and would 

therefore, protect more cultural 

and paleontological resources. 

Same as Alt. A. 

OHV and Travel 

Management 

This alternative has the most 

miles of open roads and the 

fewest miles of closed roads. 

Therefore, this alternative 

presents the highest risk of 

vandalism and erosional dam-

age to cultural resources and 

paleontological localities.  

Since this alternative has more 

closed roads, fewer cultural 

resources are at risk than under 

Alts A and D. Some resources 

may be at risk from road clo-

sures and decommissioning 

requiring mechanical treatment. 

Alt C. would protect the most 

cultural resources and paleon-

tological localities from van-

dalism because of the large 

number of closed roads, but it 

would also present some risk to 

other resources when closed 

and decommissioned roads 

require physical treatment prior 

to closing. 

Alt. D would put more sites at 

risk than Alts. B and C due to 

the provision for more open 

roads. Alt. D would have less 

risk than Alt. A.  

VISUAL RESOURCES 

Vegetation treatments Second lowest potential for 

short-term adverse impacts to 

visual qualities due to vegetation 

treatments in grasslands and 

shrublands (5,250 acres/ dec-

ade). Second lowest potential for 

long-term benefits due to en-

hanced vegetation conditions 

and reduced wildfire risks. 

Increased treatment of grassland 

and shrubland habitat (second 

highest – up to 15,450 acres/ 

decade) could create additional 

short to mid-term impacts to 

visual quality due to changes in 

color and texture but would pro-

mote long-term visual benefits 

due to reduced potential for 

large-scale wildland fires. 

Least grassland and shrubland 

treatments of the action alterna-

tives. Effects would be similar to 

Alt. B but to a lesser extent, 

given that only up to 2,750 acres 

of treatment would be targeted/ 

decade. 

Greatest potential impacts/ bene-

fits to visual resources, since 

this alternative proposes the 

most vegetative treatments (up 

to 25,850 acres/ decade).  
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

Forest products 

 removal 

Second lowest potential im-

pacts to visual resources from 

harvesting activities in dry 

forests (5,100 acres/decade) 

and cool, moist forests (2,400 

acres/decade). Highest poten-

tial impacts from timber sal-

vage given least restrictions 

imposed. 

Second highest potential im-

pacts from dry (up to 14,750 

acres/ decade) and moist (up to 

3,750 acres/decade) forest har-

vests. Second highest potential 

for impacts from salvage re-

lated activities. 

Lowest potential impacts of all 

alternatives given that potential 

forest treatment acres within 

forest types (dry-up to 4,800 

acres/decade and moist- up to 

550 acres/decade) would be the 

lowest and restrictions govern-

ing salvage cutting are the most 

restrictive. 

Highest potential impacts from 

dry (up to 18,200 acres/decade) 

and cool, moist (5,050 

acres/decade) forest harvests. 

Second lowest potential for im-

pacts to visuals next to Alt. A, 

from salvage harvests. 

Travel management Due to highest number of open 

motorized roads (629 miles), 

effects on visual quality would 

be highest of all alternatives. 

Scenic qualities would be en-

hanced and sensitive view-

points reduced by reducing 

designated routes more than 

Alts. A and D, to 417 miles. 

Lowest impacts to visual re-

sources of all alternatives given 

that motorized uses and open 

roads would be limited to 372 

miles. 

Second highest impacts to 

visual resources as open roads 

would total about 479 miles. 

ROS Does not establish ROS and 

would therefore be least protec-

tive of visual resources of all 

alternatives. 

More protection for visual 

resources than Alts. A and D 

due to designation of one third 

of BFO lands (108,600 acres) 

as semi-primitive non-

motorized and semi-primitive 

motorized. 

Greatest protection for visual 

resources of all alternatives 

since highest acreages managed 

as semi-primitive non-

motorized and motorized 

(130,600 acres). 

Second fewest acres designated 

under the more protective ROS 

settings (67,600 acres) and 

therefore visual resources 

would be subject to more po-

tential impacts than under Alts. 

B and C. 

Mineral and energy 

exploration 

Potential impacts from oil and 

gas leasing would be higher 

than under Alt. D because of 

CSU stipulation that would 

only be Standard Lease Terms 

under Alt. D. Short and mid-

term impacts from salable 

minerals would continue until 

vegetation and excavation are 

reclaimed. 

Potential impacts from oil and 

gas leasing would be similar as 

Alt. A because of same CSU 

stipulation. Reduced impacts 

compared to Alt. A due to 

proposed withdrawal of 198 

acres from mineral entry.  

Least impacting alternative to 

visual resources since oil and 

gas leasing would be excluded 

from 89 percent of DA. Bene-

fits from proposed mineral 

withdrawals would be the same 

as under Alt. B.  

Impacts from oil and gas leas-

ing would be the greatest com-

pared to all other alternatives 

due to SLTs instead of CSU 

stipulation. Effects of other 

mineral activity similar to Alt. 

A. 



 

 

1
8

8
  

B
u

tte P
ro

p
o

sed
 R

M
P

/F
in

a
l E

IS
 

 

 T
ab

le 2
-2

4
 

Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

VISUAL RESOURCES – continued 

Special designations More protective of visual re-

sources than Alt. D since six 

WSAs managed as VRM Class 

I and four suitable WSR seg-

ments as VRM Class II. 

More special designation acres 

classified as VRM Class II than 

Alt. A due to four ACEC de-

signations and two suitable 

WSR segments. 

Most visual protection of all 

alternatives since all four eligi-

ble WSR segments found suit-

able and afforded greater long-

term protection, and because 

more areas and acres would be 

designated as ACECs than 

under any other alternative. 

Greatest potential visual im-

pacts of all alternatives because 

no WSR segments would be 

protected and fewer acres 

would be designated as 

ACECs. 

FORESTRY AND WOODLAND PRODUCTS 

PSQ Alt A would provide amounts 

of forest products up to current 

levels under existing planning. 

Alt B. would provide similar 

amounts of forest products as 

provided under Alt. A, utilizing 

treatment approaches that treat 

group of stands or forested 

areas taken together holistically 

rather than an individual stand 

by stand perspective that strives 

to provide the most products 

over time.  

Alt. C would provide the least 

forest products of all alterna-

tives 

Alt. D would provide more 

forest products than all alterna-

tives, by more aggressively 

treating more acres with fewer 

intermediate treatments. 

Recreation Opportunity 

Spectrum 

No ROS Classifications and no 

overall adjustment in forest 

product offerings. 

Approximately 18,554 acres of 

forest and woodlands designat-

ed ROS Semi-primitive non-

motorized and 26,283 acres 

designated as Semi-primitive 

motorized, potentially reducing 

PSQ on 41 percent of forested 

areas available for product 

removal. Seventeen percent 

potential reduction in the fo-

rested area available for small 

public demand sales such as 

Christmas trees and firewood 

Most restrictive of all alterna-

tives. Approximately 23,895 

acres of forest and woodlands 

designated ROS Semi-primitive 

non-motorized and 31,583 

acres designated as Semi-

primitive motorized, potentially 

reducing PSQ on 50 percent of 

forested areas available for 

product removal. Twenty nine 

percent potential reduction in 

the forested area available for 

small public demand sales such 

Approximately 18,029 acres of 

forest and woodlands designat-

ed ROS Semi-primitive non-

motorized and 13,823 acres 

designated as Semi-primitive 

motorized, potentially reducing 

PSQ on 29 percent of forested 

areas available for product 

removal. Sixteen percent poten-

tial reduction in the forested 

area available for small public 

demand sales such as Christ-

mas trees and firewood from 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

from area available under Al-

ternative A. 

as Christmas trees and fire-

wood from area available under 

Alternative A. 

area available under Alterna-

tive A. 

Visual Resource 

Management 

No VRM Classifications and 

no overall adjustment in forest 

product offerings, but adjust-

ments could occur on a case by 

case basis depending on analy-

sis of impacts. 

Approximately 16,902 acres of 

forest and woodlands designat-

ed VRM Class II potentially 

reducing PSQ on 15 percent of 

forested areas available for 

product removal under Alterna-

tive A. 

Most restrictive of all alterna-

tives. Approximately 27,259 

acres of forest and woodlands 

designated VRM Class II po-

tentially reducing PSQ on 25 

percent of forested areas avail-

able for product removal under 

Alternative A. 

Same as Alt. A. 

Riparian management Highest forest product offer-

ings and support of PSQ in 

riparian and nearby upland 

areas, as restrictions would be 

limited only by state regula-

tions derived from Montana 

SMZ laws.  

Limited product offerings as 

riparian management objectives 

would dictate treatment type 

and level of forest change 

needed to meet objectives in 

the RMZs, which are defined as 

160 feet on either side of fish 

bearing streams (39 acres per 

mile of stream), 80 feet on 

either side of non-fish bearing 

streams (19 acres per mile of 

stream), and 50 feet on either 

side of intermittent streams (12 

acres per mile of stream). For-

est management and product 

removal efficiency would be 

reduced as access and heavy 

equipment use would be re-

stricted in these areas, based on 

impacts to resources in the 

RMZ. 

Alternative C provides the 

smallest amount of product 

offerings and support of PSQ 

from RMZs, which are defined 

as 300 feet on either side of 

fish bearing streams (73 acres 

per mile of stream), 150 feet on 

either side of non-fish bearing 

streams (36 acres per mile of 

stream), and 50 feet on either 

side of intermittent streams (12 

acres per mile of stream). No 

commercial forest products 

would be removed from these 

areas.  

Same as Alt. A 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

FORESTRY AND WOODLAND PRODUCTS – continued  

Small forest product 

sales 

Alts. A and B are similarly 

effective at meeting public 

demand for small sale products, 

with Alt. B having slightly 

higher amounts of products 

made available due to a more 

proactive landscape approach 

and anticipated use of steward-

ship tools. Permits for forest 

products are less than estimated 

under Alts. B and D and much 

more than Alt. C. 

Second most effective at meet-

ing public demand for small 

sale products. Alt. B is less 

restrictive with more permits 

than Alts. A and C, but less 

than Alt. D. 

Least effective at meeting pub-

lic demand for small sale prod-

ucts. Lowest number of permits 

for forest products removal of 

all alternatives. Firewood 

would be least available to the 

public under this alternative, 

using permits to cut green trees 

or dead and down wood in 

designated areas. 

Highest level of permits for 

forest products. Most effective 

at meeting public demand for 

small sale products.  

Biomass Opportunities for biomass 

would be 55 CCF/decade, the 

least of all alternatives. 

Biomass production would be 

approximately 77 CCF/decade. 

Same as Alternative A. Biomass production would be 

greater than under all other 

alternatives with 105 

CCF/decade. 

Timber salvage Alt. A provides greatest sal-

vage opportunities. Loss of 

forest products from fire would 

create greater salvage oppor-

tunities than under all other 

alternatives. 

Limited salvage compared to 

Alt. A. Salvage from fire mor-

tality would have less product 

removal than Alternatives A 

and D.  

Limited salvage opportunities 

compared to other alternatives 

as Alternative C includes most 

restrictive prescriptions. 

Projects are likely to be smaller 

and occur less often. 

Alt. D limits salvage compared 

to Alt. A, but projects would be 

larger and occur more often 

than Alternatives B and C. 

Travel management Provides greatest access for 

small sales permits and eco-

nomic efficiency for forest 

management and timber re-

moval activities, with approx-

imately 416 open road miles 

available in the five site-

specific travel planning areas. 

Most miles of open and seaso-

nally limited roads, approx-

Road closures could reduce 

economic efficiency of some 

projects, reduce public access 

for small sales permits. Ap-

proximately 84 percent of the 

roads available under Alt. A for 

timber removal in the five site-

specific travel planning areas 

would be available under Alt. B 

, 45 percent of which would be 

Reduces economic efficiency 

of projects compared to Alter-

native B, as no construction of 

new permanent roads would be 

allowed. Public access for 

small sales would be reduced 

more than under other alterna-

tives due to fewer open roads. 

Approximately 87 percent of 

the roads available for timber 

Economic efficiency similar to 

Alternative B, but public access 

for small sales permits and 

ability to meet public demand 

would be greater than Alts. B 

and C. Approximately 87 per-

cent of the roads available for 

timber removal in the five site-

specific TPAs under Alterna-

tive A would still be available, 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

imately 379 miles would sup-

port small product sales. 

available for public use in the 

removal small sale products 

such as Christmas trees and 

firewood. 

removal under Alt. A in the 

five site-specific travel plan-

ning areas would still be avail-

able under Alt. C, 33 percent of 

which would be available for 

public use in the removal small 

sale products such as Christmas 

trees and firewood. 

61 percent of which would be 

available for public use in the 

removal small sale products 

such as Christmas trees and 

firewood. 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

 Alts. A and D provide greatest 

opportunity for livestock grazing 

with 278,000 acres available. 

270,000 acres available for graz-

ing would be more than Alt. C, 

but less than Alts. A and D. 

Fewest acres (262,000) available 

for livestock grazing. 

Same as Alt. A. 

Vegetation treatments Forage quality and quantity 

improvement on grasslands and 

shrublands would slowly decline 

because of net increase in con-

ifer encroachment (1,161 acres 

per decade). Short-term effects 

would occur where deferment 

and temporary removal of lives-

tock required after vegetation 

treatments.  

Forage quality and quantity im-

provement on grasslands and 

shrublands would improve be-

cause of net decrease in conifer 

encroachment (up to 9,039 acres 

per decade). Short-term impacts 

to grazing from the one-year 

resting period before vegetation 

treatment and the two-year rest-

ing period after treatment (with 

case by case flexibility). 

Forage quality and quantity im-

provement on grasslands and 

shrublands would decline at 

fastest rate because of net in-

crease in conifer encroachment 

(3,661 acres per decade). Impacts 

to livestock grazing are mandato-

ry rest one year prior to treatment 

and rest two growing seasons 

following treatments. 

Greatest improvement in long-

term livestock forage quality and 

quantity due to most acres un-

dergoing vegetation treatment 

resulting in largest net decrease 

of conifer encroachment— up to 

19,489 acres per decade. Short-

term impacts to grazing from the 

one-year resting period before 

vegetation treatment and the one-

year resting period after treat-

ment. 

Noxious weed 

management 

Under a worst case scenario of 

weed treatment accomplish-

ments in under action alterna-

tives, Alt. A would have the 

least amount of noxious weed 

spread—to 43,000 acres over a 

ten year period and would have 

the least impact to livestock 

forage base. 

Forage base for livestock grazing 

reduced under worst case weed 

treatment scenario because nox-

ious weed spread would reach up 

to 48,000 acres in ten years.  

Worst case weed treatment sce-

nario could lead to noxious weed 

spread on up to 51,000 acres over 

ten years would reduce the fo-

rage base the most of all alterna-

tives.  

Worst case weed treatment sce-

nario could lead to noxious weed 

spread on up to 47,000 acres over 

ten years, consequently more 

livestock forage would be main-

tained than under alternatives B 

and C, but less than A. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING – continued  

Travel management Greatest potential conflicts 

(gates left open, livestock dis-

turbance, etc.) with grazing 

program due to the most roads 

open and open w/restrictions – 

629 miles DA-wide. 

Compared to Alt. A, conflicts 

between grazing and wheeled 

vehicles would be reduced due 

to road closures leaving  417 

miles of roads open and open 

w/restrictions DA-wide. 

Alt. C would provide the least 

miles of road open and open 

w/restrictions – 372 miles DA-

wide, resulting in fewest con-

flicts with grazing of all alter-

natives. 

Conflicts with grazing more 

than Alts. B and C, but less 

than Alt. A, as 479 miles of 

road would be open and open 

w/restrictions DA-wide.  

ENERGY AND MINERALS 

Riparian management 

zones 

No change. Potential additional expendi-

tures and longer permitting 

timeframe for the mineral de-

veloper due to requirements to 

avoid roads and facilities inside 

RMZs when possible. Placer 

mines could be more difficult 

and time consuming to permit. 

Additional restrictions could 

impact the ability to proceed 

with the project, should access 

to water or the stream bed be a 

critical part of the proposed 

operation. Operat-

ing/rehabilitation requirements 

could make some placer mining 

operations uneconomic.  

Avoidance, mitigations, and 

BMPs associated with roads in 

riparian areas would make 

effects of Alt. D similar to Alts. 

A and B. 

Leasable Minerals (Oil and Gas) 

Stipulations Major constraints such as NSO 

stipulations may decrease some 

lease values, increase operating 

costs, and to a lesser extent 

require relocation of well sites 

and modification of field de-

velopment. Leases issued with 

moderate constraints such as 

CSU or timing stipulations may 

result in similar impacts to a 

lesser degree and delays in 

operations and uncertainty. 

Under Alt. A, federal mineral 

estate lands would be available 

subject to  the following levels 

The impact of individual con-

straints would be similar to that 

for Alt. A; however, the level 

and nature and number of con-

straints varies from that alterna-

tive for this alternative. 

Under Alt. B federal mineral 

estate lands would be available, 

subject to  the following levels 

of constraints: 

Major Constraints –  42.9% 

Moderate Constraints – 49.9% 

Standard Terms – 2.8% 

Approximately 4.4% would be 

unavailable for lease. 

The impact of individual con-

straints would be similar to that 

for Alternative A; however, the 

level, and nature and number of 

constraints varies from that 

alternative for this alternative. 

Under Alt. C federal mineral 

estate lands would be available, 

subject to the following levels 

of constraints: 

Major Constraints – 3.7% 

Moderate Constraints – 4.7% 

Standard Terms – 2.6% 

Approximately 89.0% would 

be unavailable for lease. 

The impact of individual con-

straints would be similar to that 

for Alternative A; however, the 

level, and nature and number of 

constraints varies from that 

alternative for this alternative. 

Under Alt. D federal mineral 

estate lands would be available 

subject to  the following levels 

of constraints: 

Major Constraints – 14.3% 

Moderate Constraints – 71.8% 

Standard Terms – 8.3% 

Approximately 5.6% would be 

unavailable for lease. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

of constraints: 

Major Constraints – 38.6% 

Moderate Constraints – 48.1% 

Standard Terms – 4.9% 

Approximately 8.4% would be 

unavailable for lease. 

Alts. A and B would be similar 

in their level of constraints. 

Alternatives A and B would be 

similar in their level of con-

straints. 

 

Alternative C would be the 

most restrictive of the four 

alternatives.  

Alternative D would be the 

least restrictive of all alterna-

tives. 

Locatable Minerals 

High mineral potential – 

118,560 total acres 

103,541 open acres 

11,344 restricted acres 

3,675 closed acres 

77,390 open acres 

37,495 restricted acres 

3,675 closed acres 

71,359 open acres 

43,455 restricted acres 

3,746 closed acres 

103,541 open acres 

11,342 restricted acres 

3,675 closed acres 

Medium mineral 

potential – 34,952 total 

acres 

24,505 open acres 

6,495 restricted acres 

3,952 closed acres 

21,414 open acres 

9,586 restricted acres 

3,952 closed acres 

17,473 open acres 

13,527 restricted acres 

3,952 closed acres 

24,505 open acres 

6,495 restricted acres 

3,952 closed acres 

Low to None Mineral 

Potential – 151,466 total 

acres 

111,092 open acres 

30,479 restricted acres 

9,894 closed acres 

99,899 open acres 

41,647 restricted acres 

9,919 closed acres 

87,196 open acres 

54,248 restricted acres 

10,022 closed acres 

111,804 open acres 

29,758 open acres 

9,894 closed acres 

Totals 239,138 open acres 

48,319 restricted acres 

17,522 closed acres 

198,704 open acres 

88,728 restricted acres 

17,547 closed acres 

176,028 open acres 

111,230 restricted acres 

17,720 closed acres 

239,850 open acres  

47,607 restricted acres 

17,522 closed acres 

Notes: Acreage analyzed excludes approximately 2,300 acres not covered by the MBMG Mineral Potential reviews and 347,000 acres of federal subsurface minerals. 

Restricted areas include WSAs, ACECs, Wild and Scenic Rivers, and Threatened and Endangered species habitat (grizzly bear and bull trout) 

Closed areas include Withdrawals and lands acquired with LWCF funds. 

Open areas are all other areas 

Travel Plan road designations not included in analysis 

Lands and realty Increased or decreased oppor-

tunities to explore/develop 

areas could result from acquisi-

tion or disposal of lands with 

mineral value. 

Same as Alt. A. Additionally, 

proposed withdrawal of 198 

acres in recreation sites would 

decrease available acres in the 

BFO for mineral location. 

Proposed withdrawal of 378 

acres in recreation sites and 

Muskrat Creek drainage would 

decrease available acres in the 

BFO for mineral location.  

Same as Alt. A. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

ENERGY AND MINERALS – Locatable Minerals – continued  

Special designations Performance standards required 

for protection of relevant and 

important values of ACECs, and 

Notice-level review that would 

require NEPA analysis would 

cause time delays for permitting. 

Same as Alt. A. Same as Alt. A. Same as Alt. A. 

Travel management Alternative A is less restrictive 

in providing access to minera-

lized areas than any other alter-

native.  

Alternative B is potentially more 

restrictive on access to minera-

lized areas than Alternatives A 

and D, and less restrictive than 

Alternative C. Operators would 

need to obtain travel variances 

to conduct exploration on more 

closed roads than under Alterna-

tives A and D.  

Alternative C is potentially the 

most restrictive alternative for 

access to mineralized areas. 

Operators would need more 

travel variances to conduct ex-

ploration on closed roads than 

under any alternative.   

 

Alternative D is the least poten-

tially restrictive of the action 

alternatives, but more restrictive 

than Alternative A for access to 

mineralized areas.  

Abandoned mine lands Reclamation of AML would 

reduce risks to the public from 

potential environmental or safe-

ty hazards. However these activ-

ities will also result in the re-

moval or obscuring of informa-

tion used by exploration compa-

nies to sample and map mineral 

deposits. 

Same as Alt. A. Same as Alt. A. Same as Alt. A. 

Salable Minerals 

 Mine development for salable 

minerals would usually be lo-

cated near municipalities or 

small rural communities to max-

imize convenience to the public.  

Additional expenditures and 

longer approval time could re-

sult from management direction 

to avoid or minimize effects on 

riparian zones from structures, 

support facilities, and roads. 

Same effects as Alt. A, but since 

development of new pits by 

private citizens would be elimi-

nated; mineral materials would 

cost more through commercial 

sources due to higher transporta-

tion costs.  

Same as Alt. A. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

RECREATION 

Vegetative treatments Second lowest potential for 

quality recreation experiences 

dependant on natural settings 

due to disturbances associated 

with vegetation treatments. 

Second highest potential for 

impacts on dispersed recreation 

uses due to higher disturbances 

associated with vegetation 

treatments. 

Lowest potential for impacts on 

dispersed recreation uses due to 

disturbances associated with 

vegetation treatments since least 

acres treated. 

Highest potential for impacts on 

dispersed recreation uses from 

disturbances associated with 

vegetation treatments since most 

acres treated. 

Riparian restoration Dispersed recreation most im-

pacted and developed site man-

agement least impacted since 

riparian protection less restric-

tive than Alts. B and C. 

Dispersed recreation in riparian 

areas improved and developed 

site management impacted over 

Alts. A and C due to increased 

size of RMZs. 

Most enhanced dispersed 

recreation experiences and im-

pacts to developed site manage-

ment due to greater RMZ pro-

tective measures. 

Same as Alt. A. 

Noxious weeds Recreationists seeking a natural 

setting with fewer weeds would 

benefit most since this alterna-

tive would result in the lowest 

projected weed infestation 

(43,000 acres by 2015 under 

worst case weed treatment sce-

nario). 

More beneficial to recreationists 

desiring natural setting expe-

riences without weeds (48,000 

acres of weed infestation by 

2015 under worst case weed 

treatment scenario) than Alt. C, 

but less than Alts. A and D. 

Recreationists seeking a natural 

setting without weeds would 

benefit least under this alterna-

tive given the projected weed 

infestation of 51,000 acres by 

2015 under the worst case weed 

treatment scenario. 

More beneficial to recreationists 

desiring natural setting expe-

riences without weeds (47,000 

acres by 2015 under worst case 

weed treatment scenario) than 

Alts. B and C, but less beneficial 

than Alt. A. 

Road densities  Least impact to motorized users 

and potentially the greatest 

impact to non-motorized users 

since Alt. A features the most 

open roads. 

More impacts to motorized 

users than Alts. A and D due to 

projected reduction of open 

roads in big game winter range. 

Recreationists seeking non-

motorized experiences would 

be benefited the second most 

next to Alternative C.  

Motorized users most impacted 

and non-motorized users most 

benefited due to an added re-

striction of no net increase in 

permanent roads where target 

road densities are exceeded in 

big game winter range areas.  

Impacts to motorized riders less 

than Alts B and D due to higher 

road densities and more open 

roads. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

ENERGY AND MINERALS – Locatable Minerals – continued  

User opportunities Most opportunities for moto-

rized users, those seeking orga-

nized motorized events, and 

snowmobile riders due to few-

est restrictions. Fewest non-

motorized opportunities. Most 

opportunities for boat-in camp-

ing. 

More opportunities than Alts. 

A and D for non-motorized 

users due to fewer open roads. 

Fewer opportunities for moto-

rized use, organized motorized 

events and snowmobile riding. 

Reduction in dispersed 

recreation sites by limiting 

boat-in camping opportunities. 

Greatest opportunities for non-

motorized users due to fewest 

open roads. Least motorized 

and snowmobile opportunities. 

Opportunities for organized 

motorized events eliminated. 

Dispersed camping at Holter 

and Hauser Lakes eliminated 

by closing entire shoreline to 

boat-in camping except at de-

veloped sites. 

Provides most opportunities for 

motorized users, next to Alt. A 

due to acres available for moto-

rized events, mileage of open 

roads and fewest opportunities 

for non-motorized users. Boat-

in camping opportunities same 

as Alt. A. 

SRMAs Recreation management em-

phasis prioritized within 

SRMAs ensuring quality 

recreation opportunities and 

experiences are provided.  

Increased recreation manage-

ment over Alts. A and D 

through addition of four more 

SRMA designations. 

Same as Alt. B but most 

SRMAs within ROS Semi-

Primitive, Non-Motorized 

setting. 

Same as Alt. A.  

Outfitter fees, permits 

and camping limits 

Value based revenues from 

outfitters using developed 

BLM river/lake access sites not 

realized. Greatest opportunities 

offered for commercial and 

public camping. 

Fair value revenues realized 

from outfitters using developed 

BLM river/lake access sites. 

Commercial and public camp-

ing opportunities limited to a 

greater degree than Alts. A and 

D. 

Fair value revenues maximized 

from outfitters using developed 

BLM river/lake access sites. 

Commercial and public camp-

ing opportunities limited the 

most.  

Fair value revenues from outfit-

ters using developed BLM 

river/lake access sites realized 

in a more comprehensive and 

customer friendly manner. 

Commercial and public camp-

ing opportunities same as Alt. 

A.  

User conflicts and 

violations 

Potential for social conflicts 

and violations within the 

Scratchgravel Hills would be 

the highest since no manage-

ment changes would occur.  

Potential for social conflicts 

and violations within the 

Scratchgravel Hills would be 

reduced the second most given 

the proposed yearlong restric-

tions on motorized uses.  

Potential for social conflicts 

and violations within the 

Scratchgravel Hills would be 

reduced the most given the 

additional restrictions proposed 

on motorized uses.  

Potential for social conflicts 

and violations within the 

Scratchgravel Hills would be 

similar to Alt. A.  
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

Recreation Opportunity 

Spectrum 

Possible negative impacts to 

recreation use since no ROS 

classifications. Management 

would be reactive rather than 

proactive. 

Balanced approach for manag-

ing recreation settings, oppor-

tunities, and experiences com-

pared to Alts. C and D.  

Maximum acreage designated 

as ROS Semi-Primitive Non-

Motorized creating greatest 

non-motorized and least moto-

rized opportunities. 

Highest acreage of designated 

ROS settings that allow for 

motorized uses, developed 

infrastructure and less natural 

settings. Impacts similar to Alt. 

A. 

Special designations Least protective of special 

designation values as only the 

Sleeping Giant ACEC (11,679 

acres) would continue to be 

designated. None of the four 

eligible WSR segments would 

be recommended as suitable 

although ORVs would be pro-

tected. 

Second greatest protection of 

the relevant and important 

values and associated 

recreation opportunities as four 

ACECs would be designated 

totaling about 70,644 acres and 

outstandingly remarkable val-

ues as two WSR segments 

totaling 5.7 miles would be 

protected and two segments 

totaling 6.3 miles dropped. 

Most protective of special 

designation values and asso-

ciated recreation opportunities 

as five ACECs would be desig-

nated totaling about 87,893 

acres and all four WSR seg-

ments totaling 12 miles would 

be recommended as suitable. 

Second least protective of spe-

cial designation values and 

associated recreation oppor-

tunities as three ACECs would 

be designated totaling about 

23,695 acres and no WSR 

segments would be protected. 

Visual Resource 

Management 

Protects second lowest acreage 

managed as Class I and II 

VRM 

Second highest acreage under 

Classes I and II allowing man-

agement for higher natural 

character retention. 

Highest acreage under Classes I 

and II allowing greatest level of 

management for natural charac-

ter retention. 

Least protective of recreational 

opportunities and experiences 

dependent on natural settings 

since lowest acreage managed 

as VRM Classes I and II. 

Mineral and energy 

management 

High probability that recreation 

settings and visitor experiences 

would be impacted by oil and 

gas leasing since second lowest 

level of stipulations. 

Better protection of recreation 

facility investments and site 

opportunities than Alts. A and 

D since eight sites withdrawn 

from mineral entry.  

Lower probability of impacts to 

recreation settings and visitor 

experience than Alts. A and D 

due to stipulations on solid and 

fluid mineral activities. 

Impacts from withdrawal of 

eight sites same as Alt. B. 

Lowest probability for impact-

ing recreation settings and 

visitor experience due to most 

restrictive stipulations on solid 

and fluid mineral activities.  

Highest probability for impact-

ing recreation settings and 

visitor experiences due to low-

est amount of restrictive stipu-

lations on solid and fluid min-

eral activities.  
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

TRAVEL MANAGEMENT AND ACCESS 

Travel Management – Field Office-wide 

Field Office-wide area 

designations for travel 

Alt. A area designations for 

wheeled vehicles would be:  

Open- 4,367 acres  

Closed-31,500 acres  

Limited-271,442 acres.  

Alt. B area designations for 

wheeled vehicles would be: 

Open- 283 acres  

Closed-31,500 acres  

Limited-275,526 acres.  

Alt. C area designations for 

wheeled vehicles would be: 

Same as Alt. B.  

Alt. D area designations for 

wheeled vehicles would be: 

Same as Alt. B.  

Field Office-wide area 

designations for travel 

Alt. A area designations for 

snowmobiles would be:  

Open- 143,206 acres  

Closed- 27,065 acres  

Limited- 137,038 acres.  

Alt. B area designations for 

snowmobiles would be:  

Open- 112,682 acres  

Closed- 54,706 acres 

Limited- 139,921 acres.  

Alt. C area designations for 

snowmobiles would be:  

Open- 26,148 acres 

Closed- 65,270 acres  

Limited- 215,891 acres.  

Alt. D area designations for 

snowmobiles would be:  

Open- 139,138 acres  

Closed- 31,282 acres  

Limited- 136,889 acres.  

Total miles of  travel 

routes available  

Under Alt. A, the total mileage 

of travel routes available Deci-

sion Area-wide (Open, 

Open/Restricted, Snowmobile 

Only, Non-Motorized Trails, 

Game Retrieval Only, Motor-

cycles Only, ATV Only) would 

be approximately 684 miles. 

Under Alt. B, the total mileage 

of travel routes available 

(Open, Open/Restricted, 

Snowmobile Only, Non-

Motorized Trails, Game Re-

trieval Only, Motorcycles On-

ly, ATV Only) would be ap-

proximately 485 miles. 

Under Alt. C, the total mileage 

of travel routes available 

(Open, Open/Restricted, 

Snowmobile Only, Non-

Motorized Trails, Game Re-

trieval Only, Motorcycles On-

ly, ATV Only) would be ap-

proximately 430 miles. 

Under Alt. D, the total mileage 

of travel routes available 

(Open, Open/Restricted, 

Snowmobile Only, Non-

Motorized Trails, Game Re-

trieval Only, Motorcycles On-

ly, ATV Only) would be ap-

proximately 547 miles. 

Motorized/non-

motorized opportunities 

Greatest number of motorized 

opportunities.  

Substantially increased oppor-

tunities for non-motorized 

users. Motorized wheeled 

access restricted to routes lead-

ing up to non-motorized trail-

heads.  

Route closures would result in 

net decrease of motorized 

routes and highest level of non-

motorized opportunities com-

pared to Alts. B and D. Same 

as Alt. B for competitive moto-

rized events. 

Alt. D is less restrictive and 

could result in more routes in 

the transportation system. Non-

motorized opportunities would 

be more than under Alt. A, but 

less than under Alts. B and C. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

TRAVEL MANAGEMENT AND ACCESS – Travel Management – Field Office-wide - continued 

User conflicts User conflict greatest under 

Alt. A, because motorized and 

non-motorized users would 

share same routes. Conflicts 

with snowmobile use would 

increase because cross-country 

travel would continue. 

Reduced user conflict due to 

dispersed recreational oppor-

tunities. 

Same as Alt. B. Same as Alt. B. 

Illegal activities Greatest under Alt. A due to 

more miles open to yearlong 

motorized access. 

Illegal activities may be less 

under Alt. B than Alts. A and 

D, but may still occur more 

than Alt. C. 

Due to increase in route clo-

sures, Alt. C would have the 

least amount of illegal activity. 

Illegal activities may be less 

under Alt. D than Alts. A, but 

may still occur more than Alts. 

B and C. 

Road and trail safety More accidents/injuries ex-

pected under Alt. A due to 

motorized and non-motorized 

users on the same routes. 

Less accidents/injures due to 

dispersed recreational oppor-

tunities. 

Same as Alt. B. Same as Alt. B. 

Forest management If needed, up to 5.5 miles of 

new permanent roads could be 

constructed per year to provide 

access for treatments. Oppor-

tunities for motorized users 

could be increased and non-

motorized users could be dimi-

nished by increasing road den-

sity for forest product man-

agement where permanent 

roads are constructed.  

Temporary road construction 

would also be kept to a mini-

mum, and temporary roads 

would be decommissioned 

within one year of project 

completion. Degree of new 

road construction would be less 

than Alts. A and D. 

Temporary road construction 

would also be kept to a mini-

mum, and temporary roads 

would be decommissioned 

within one year of project 

completion. Impacts less than 

other alternatives because no 

new permanent roads would be 

constructed. 

Degree of road building would 

be less than Alt. A but more 

than Alt. B. 

Wildlife and special 

status species 

Reduced short term impacts on 

travel and access due to fewer 

seasonal wildlife closures than 

other alternatives. 

Seasonal wildlife closures 

would create short term im-

pacts on travel and access. 

Same as Alt. B except stricter 

resource protection. 

More seasonal wildlife closures 

than under Alternative A, but 

less restrictive than alternatives 

B and C. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

TRAVEL MANAGEMENT AND ACCESS – Travel Management – Field Office-wide - continued 

Road density Road density would not change Road density levels in big 

game winter ranges would 

result in fewer motorized routes 

and concentrated use on fewer 

roads. 

Greater effect on transportation 

system than Alts. B and D due 

to proposed route closures.  

Overall net decrease of availa-

ble motorized routes but to a 

lesser extent than Alts B and C. 

User compliance/ 

implementation 

Information kiosks would en-

hance user compliance and 

public safety. Management 

costs under Alt. A would be 

mixed. Less personnel time 

would be required to monitor 

user compliance; however 

more effort would be required 

for initial signing efforts. 

Moderate increase in travel 

management costs due to initial 

sign implementation and long-

term travel plan compliance. In 

comparison, higher than Alts. 

A and D, but less than Alt. C. 

Management costs would be 

greater than under all other 

alternatives due to greater ef-

forts needed to monitor travel 

plan compliance. 

Same as Alt. B. 

Public easements Acquiring easements would 

increase the overall route net-

work and expand both moto-

rized and non-motorized oppor-

tunities. 

Same as Alt. A. Same as Alt. A. Same as Alt. A. 

Special designations Lowest potential impacts on 

future transportation routes 

given that only 11,679 acres 

would be recommended or 

designated as ACECs or 

WSRs. 

Second highest acres protected 

as ACECs and WSRs and 

therefore transportation routes 

would be subject to greater 

restrictions. 

Highest special designation 

acreage protected and therefore 

the most restrictions imposed 

on existing and future transpor-

tation systems. 

Second lowest acreage pro-

tected as special designations 

therefore greater potential for 

future transportation access 

routes. 

Mineral operations New permanent roads for min-

eral development could in-

crease public access. 

Short or long-term increase in 

transportation system from 

permitting roads for mineral 

operations outside RMZs. 

New roads would not be al-

lowed within RMZs for mineral 

development. Some travel 

network expansion may occur 

with routes outside RMZs.  

Same as Alt. B. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

Helena TPA 

Motorized/Non-motorized 

opportunities 

BLM would continue to allow 

recreational activities including 

motorized vehicle uses within 

the Scratchgravel Hills 24 

hours/day. 

The entire Scratchgravel Hills 

area would be closed to 

wheeled motorized vehicle uses 

yearlong with the exception of 

routes needed for residential 

access. 

The entire Scratchgravel Hills 

area would be closed to both 

motorized and non-motorized 

recreational uses after dark 

(dusk to dawn) yearlong. 

Same as Alternative A. 

 No non-motorized trails desig-

nated. Motorized use would 

continue 24 hours a day within 

the Scratchgravel Hills.  

Increased opportunities for 

non-motorized users since 

motorized access restricted to 

routes leading to existing trail-

heads in Scratchgravel Hills.  

Alt. C would provide 15 per-

cent more non-motorized 

routes than Alt. B and 85 per-

cent fewer motorized routes 

than Alt. A. 

Increased opportunities for 

motorized users because new 

loop routes created in Scratch-

gravel Hills.  

 Area availability for wheeled, 

motorized use (in acres) -  

Open: 0, Closed: 0, Limited: 

10,164 

Area availability for wheeled, 

motorized use (in acres) same 

as Alternative A. 

Area availability for wheeled, 

motorized use (in acres) same 

as Alternative A. 

Area availability for wheeled, 

motorized use (in acres)  same 

as Alternative A 

 Miles of wheeled motorized 

routes available (Open Year-

long, Seasonally Restricted): 

52.2   

Miles of wheeled motorized 

routes available (Open Year-

long, Seasonally Restricted): 

9.8  

Miles of wheeled motorized 

routes available (Open Year-

long, Seasonally Restricted):  

7.0  

Miles of wheeled motorized 

routes available (Open Year-

long, Seasonally Restricted):  

21.9 

 Miles of non-motorized trails 

available (includes existing 

trails, as well as closed and 

decommissioned roads): 0 

Miles of non-motorized trails 

available (includes existing 

trails, as well as closed and 

decommissioned roads): 42.5   

Miles of non-motorized trails 

available (includes existing 

trails, as well as closed and 

decommissioned roads): 45.3     

Miles of non-motorized trails 

available (includes existing 

trails, as well as closed and 

decommissioned roads): 30.8 

Snowmobile use Area wide cross-country snow-

mobile use would continue to 

be allowed as well as travel on 

all existing routes, during the 

season of use (12/2-5/15), snow 

conditions permitting.  

Same opportunities as Alt. A. Potential long-term effects to 

users because cross-country 

snowmobile use would not be 

allowed. 

Same as Alt. A. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

TRAVEL MANAGEMENT AND ACCESS – Helena TPA – Snowmobile Use - continued 

 Area availability for snowmo-

bile use (in acres) -  Open: 

10,164,  Closed: 0,  Limited: 0  

Miles of motorized routes 

available to snowmobile travel:  

52.2 

 Area Availability for snowmo-

bile use (in acres) -  Open:  0,                                                                              

Closed: 0, Limited:  10,164 

Miles of motorized routes 

available to snowmobile travel:  

7 

 

User conflicts User conflict would be greatest 

around the Scratchgravel Hills 

due to lack of opportunities to 

separate motorized from non-

motorized uses.  

Minimal conflicts. With the 

exception of a few routes 

needed for residential access, 

the Scratchgravel Hills are 

closed to motorized recreation 

use.  

Alt. C would be most beneficial 

to reducing user conflict than 

other alternatives. 

Same as Alt. B. 

Illegal activities Greatest level of illegal activi-

ties expected to occur. 

Illegal activities (underage 

drinking, vandalism, dumping) 

in the Scratchgravel Hills 

would be substantially reduced. 

With the exception of a few 

routes needed for residential 

access, public access would be 

restricted to non-motorized 

trailheads.  

Lowest level of illegal activity 

expected since use of Scratch-

gravel Hills would be restricted 

after dark. 

Illegal activities would be less 

than Alt. A but more than Alts. 

B and C. 

Road and trail safety More accidents/injuries ex-

pected under Alt. A due to 

motorized and non-motorized 

users on same routes. 

Less accidents/injures due to 

dispersed recreational oppor-

tunities. 

Greater benefit than Alt. B 

because use of Scratchgravel 

Hills would also be restricted 

after dark. 

Same as Alt. B. 

User compliance No additional effort needed. Substantial effort required to 

educate public on change in use 

for Scratchgravel Hills. 

Same as Alt. B. Increased cost 

could result from need to ex-

pand trailhead parking lots. 

Same as Alt. B. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

East Helena TPA 

Motorized/ 

Non-motorized 

opportunities 

Alt. A would have 60 percent 

more motorized opportunities 

than Alts. B and C, and 15 

percent more than Alt. D.  

Non-motorized opportunities 

would increase in North Hills 

compared to Alts. A and D. 

Alt. B would also provide in-

creased opportunities for dis-

abled hunters. 

Least amount of motorized 

access of all alternatives pro-

viding most non-motorized 

opportunities. 

Alt. D would have 14 percent 

fewer motorized opportunities 

than Alt A and over 55 percent 

more than Alts. B or C.  

Area availability for wheeled, 

motorized use (in acres) – 

Open: 0,  Closed: 0, Limited: 

20,266 

Area availability for wheeled, 

motorized use same as Alterna-

tive A. 

Area availability for wheeled, 

motorized use same as Alterna-

tive A.  

Area availability for wheeled, 

motorized use same as Alterna-

tive A.  

Miles of wheeled motorized 

routes available (Open Year-

long, Seasonally Restricted): 

44.3 

Miles of wheeled motorized 

routes available (Open Year-

long, Seasonally Restricted): 

17.0 

Miles of wheeled motorized 

routes available (Open Year-

long, Seasonally Restricted): 

12.0 

Miles of wheeled motorized 

routes available (Open Year-

long, Seasonally Restricted):  

38 

Miles of non-motorized trails 

available (includes existing 

trails, as well as closed and 

decommissioned roads): 26.4  

Miles of non-motorized trails 

available (includes existing 

trails, as well as closed and 

decommissioned roads): 47.1  

Miles of non-motorized trails 

available (includes existing 

trails, as well as closed and 

decommissioned roads): 59.1  

Miles of non-motorized trails 

available (includes existing 

trails, as well as closed and 

decommissioned roads): 32.6  

Snowmobile use Open to cross-country snow-

mobile use except Ward Ranch, 

McMasters and Spokane Hills 

temporary closure areas. 

Reduced cross-country snow-

mobile use from Alt. A, addi-

tional travel closures (includes 

cross country travel as well as 

travel on existing routes) for 

the area immediately west of 

the York Bridge (―Mount 

Bend‖), the French Bar area, 

and BLM lands located adja-

cent to the Spokane Hills area.  

Potential long-term effects to 

users because cross-country 

snowmobile use would not be 

allowed. 

Less area open to cross-country 

snowmobile travel than with 

Alt. A, but more area open than 

with Alts. B and C. 

 Area availability for snowmo-

bile use (in acres) – Open: 

15,066, Closed: 1,588, Limited:   

3,612 

Area availability for snowmo-

bile use (in acres) – Open: 

6,362,  Closed: 13,904, Li-

mited: 0 

Area availability for snowmo-

bile use (in acres) – Open: 0,                              

Closed: 0, Limited: 20,266 

Area availability for snowmo-

bile use (in acres) – Open: 

14,461, Closed: 5,805, Limited: 

0 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

TRAVEL MANAGEMENT AND ACCESS – East Helena TPA – Snowmobile Use – continued  

 Miles of motorized routes 

available to snowmobile travel:  

44.3 

Miles of motorized routes 

available to snowmobile travel:  

21.5 

Miles of motorized routes 

available to snowmobile travel:  

12 

Miles of motorized routes 

available to snowmobile travel:  

47.5 

User conflicts Conflict expected to increase as 

urbanization continues. 

Separate use areas and de-

creased road density would 

lessen user conflicts. 

Same as Alt. B User conflict would be similar 

to Alt. A. 

Illegal activities Greatest level of illegal activi-

ties expected to occur. 

Route closures across 60 per-

cent of area would reduce il-

legal activities. 

Same as Alt. B. Same as Alt. A. 

Road and trail safety More accidents/injuries ex-

pected under Alt. A due to 

motorized and non-motorized 

users on more of the same 

routes. 

More separate use areas and 

decreased road density would 

increase road and trail safety. 

Same as Alt. B. Same as Alt. A. 

User compliance/ 

implementation 

No additional ef-

fort/expenditures needed. 

Costs would be greater under 

Alternative B than Alternatives 

A and D, due to the develop-

ment of non-motorized trail 

heads. 

More effort/cost required than 

under other alternatives to 

educate public on change in use 

and to monitor compliance. 

Same as Alt. A. 

Lewis and Clark County NW TPA 

Motorized/Non-

motorized opportunities 

Alt. A would have 47 percent 

more motorized routes than 

action alternatives. Non-

motorized users would have 

fewer opportunities under Alt. 

A.  

Opportunities for non-

motorized users would be 

greater than Alts. A and D. 

Alt. C would provide fewer 

opportunities for motorized 

users. Closure of routes in 

northwest corner of TPA would 

result in enhanced non-

motorized opportunities. 

Alt. D would provide more 

motorized opportunities than 

other action alternatives. Op-

portunities increased for ATV 

riders and hunters through 

yearlong ATV-only and game 

retrieval route. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

 Area availability for wheeled, 

motorized use (in acres) – 

Open: 0, Closed: 0, Limited:  

16,997 

Area availability for wheeled, 

motorized use same as Alterna-

tive A. 

Area availability for wheeled, 

motorized use same as Alterna-

tive A. 

Area availability for wheeled, 

motorized use same as Alterna-

tive A. 

 Miles of wheeled motorized 

routes available (Open Year-

long, Seasonally Restricted): 

64.2.  

Miles of wheeled motorized 

routes available (Open Year-

long, Seasonally Restricted): 

28.1.  

Miles of wheeled motorized 

routes available (Open Year-

long, Seasonally Restricted): 

19.7.  

Miles of wheeled motorized 

routes available (Open Year-

long, Seasonally Restricted): 

34.1. 

 Miles of non-motorized trails 

available (includes existing 

trails, as well as closed and 

decommissioned roads):  5.3 

Miles of non-motorized trails 

available (includes existing 

trails, as well as closed and 

decommissioned roads):  37.7. 

Miles of non-motorized trails 

available (includes existing 

trails, as well as closed and 

decommissioned roads):  46.7. 

Miles of non-motorized trails 

available (includes existing 

trails, as well as closed and 

decommissioned roads):  29.1. 

Snowmobile use Allows cross-country snowmo-

bile use outside Great Divide 

Ski Area, greatest of all alterna-

tives. 

Reduced opportunities because 

northwest portion of TPA re-

stricted to designated routes. 

Potential long-term effects to 

users because cross-country 

snowmobile use would not be 

allowed. 

Increase in snowmobile oppor-

tunities on designated routes 

compared to Alts. B and C. 

Area availability for snowmo-

bile use (in acres) – Open: 

16,112, Closed:  888, Limited: 

0. 

Miles of motorized routes 

available to snowmobile travel:  

56.5. 

Area availability for snowmo-

bile use (in acres) – Open: 

12,649, Closed:  888, Limited:  

3,463. 

Miles of motorized routes 

available to snowmobile travel:  

50.8 (includes 1.8 miles of 

snowmobile only trail). 

Area availability for snowmo-

bile use (in acres) - Open:  0, 

Closed: 888, Limited: 16,112. 

Miles of motorized routes 

available to snowmobile travel:  

9.1 (includes 1.1 miles of 

snowmobile only trail). 

Area availability for snowmo-

bile use same as Alternative B. 

Miles of motorized routes 

available to snowmobile travel:  

51 (includes 2.0 miles of 

snowmobile only trail). 

User conflicts User conflict during winter due 

to snowmobile use; on Conti-

nental Divide Trail due to mo-

torized and non-motorized use 

on the same trail. 

User conflict reduced due to 

dispersed recreational oppor-

tunities. Rerouting Continental 

Divide Trail would enhance 

motorized/non-motorized con-

flicts. 

Same as Alt. B. Same as Alt. B. Restricted 

snowmobile use in northwest 

portion of TPA and Great Di-

vide Ski Area would reduce 

winter use conflicts. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

TRAVEL MANAGEMENT AND ACCESS – continued 

Boulder/Jefferson City TPA 

Motorized/Non-

motorized opportunities 

Alt. A would have the most 

open routes of all alternatives. 

No designated non-motorized 

routes. Fewer recreation oppor-

tunities for non-motorized 

users.  

Provides more opportunities for 

non-motorized users than Alt. 

A. 

Fewer opportunities for moto-

rized users since least number 

of open routes. Increased non-

motorized opportunities since 

routes in southwest corner of 

TPA closed to motorized use.  

Opportunities for motorized 

uses would be greater than 

Alts. B and C but less than Alt. 

A.  

Area availability for wheeled, 

motorized use (in acres) – 

Open: 0, Closed: 0, Limited: 

14,487 

Area availability for wheeled, 

motorized use same as Alterna-

tive A.  

Area availability for wheeled, 

motorized use same as Alterna-

tive A.  

Area availability for wheeled, 

motorized use same as Alterna-

tive A.  

Motorized/Non-

motorized opportunities 

Miles of wheeled motorized 

routes available (Open Year-

long, Seasonally Restricted): 

60.5 

Miles of wheeled motorized 

routes available (Open Year-

long, Seasonally Restricted): 

28.8 

Miles of wheeled motorized 

routes available (Open Year-

long, Seasonally Restricted): 

23.5 

Miles of wheeled motorized 

routes available (Open Year-

long, Seasonally Restricted):  

38.1  

Miles of non-motorized trails 

available (includes existing 

trails, as well as closed and 

decommissioned roads):   0 

Miles of non-motorized trails 

available (includes existing 

trails, as well as closed and 

decommissioned roads):  31.7 

Miles of non-motorized trails 

available (includes existing 

trails, as well as closed and 

decommissioned roads):  36.9 

Miles of non-motorized trails 

available (includes existing 

trails, as well as closed and 

decommissioned roads):  23.3 

Snowmobile use Alt. A would provide greatest 

opportunity for motorized 

winter use because TPA would 

be open to area-wide cross 

country use as well as on all 

existing routes. 

Same as Alt. A.  Alt. C would provide fewest 

opportunities for snowmobiles 

since cross-country travel 

would not be allowed and few-

er designated routes would be 

available. 

Same as Alt. A. 

 Area availability for snowmo-

bile use (in acres) – Open:  

14,487, Closed:  0, Limited:  0 

Miles of motorized routes 

available to snowmobile travel:  

60.5 

Same as Alt. A.  Area Availability for snowmo-

bile use (in acres) – Open:  0, 

Closed: 0, Limited: 14,487 

Miles of motorized routes 

available to snowmobile travel:  

3.0 

Same as Alt. A.  
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

User conflicts Greatest potential for user 

conflict, due to lack of separate 

use areas and high level of 

motorized routes.  

Conflicts between non moto-

rized and motorized users 

would be less during the 

spring/summer/ fall use season 

but continue or increase during 

the winter use season. 

Fewer user conflicts than other 

alternatives due to dispersed 

recreational opportunities. 

Same as Alt. A. 

Upper Big Hole River TPA 

Motorized/Non-

motorized opportunities 

Alt. A would have 38 percent 

more motorized routes than any 

other alternative. Alt. A would 

have fewest non-motorized 

opportunities. 

Reduction by half of motorized 

opportunities due to seasonal 

restrictions or road closures. 

Non-motorized opportunities 

would be enhanced compared 

to Alt. A. 

Fewest opportunities for moto-

rized users due to least number 

of open routes. Non-motorized 

opportunities would be great-

est. 

Fewer opportunities for moto-

rized use than Alt. A, but more 

than Alts. B and C.  

 Area availability for wheeled, 

motorized use (in acres) – 

Open: 0, Closed: 0, Limited:  

63,249 

Area availability for wheeled, 

motorized use same as Alt. A.  

Area availability for wheeled, 

motorized use same as Alt. A. 

Area availability for wheeled, 

motorized use same as Alt. A.  

 Miles of wheeled motorized 

routes available (Open Year-

long, Seasonally Restricted):  

158.6 

Miles of wheeled motorized 

routes available (Open Year-

long, Seasonally Restricted):  

84.8 

Miles of wheeled motorized 

routes available (Open Year-

long, Seasonally Restricted):  

60 

Miles of wheeled motorized 

routes available (Open Year-

long, Seasonally Restricted):  

97.4 

 Miles of non-motorized trails 

available (includes existing 

trails, as well as closed and 

decommissioned roads):  11.0 

Miles of non-motorized trails 

available (includes existing 

trails, as well as closed and 

decommissioned roads):  76.9 

Miles of non-motorized trails 

available (includes existing 

trails, as well as closed and 

decommissioned roads):  106.9 

Miles of non-motorized trails 

available (includes existing 

trails, as well as closed and 

decommissioned roads):  62.9 

Snowmobile use Provides greatest opportunities 

for snowmobile use since area-

wide cross-country travel and 

use on existing routes generally 

allowed.  

Fewer opportunities than Al-

ternative A. Additional areas 

would be closed to cross-

country travel, other areas 

restricted to designated routes 

during the season of use (12/2-

5/15). 

No cross-country travel al-

lowed; travel restricted to des-

ignated routes only during the 

season of use (12/2-5/15).  

Same as Alternative A. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

TRAVEL MANAGEMENT AND ACCESS – Upper Big Hole River TPA – Snowmobile Use – continued 

 Area availability for snowmo-

bile use (acres) – Open:  

31,600, Closed:  31,607, Li-

mited:  0 

Area availability for snowmo-

bile use (acres) – Open:  

13,243, Closed:  46,932, Li-

mited:  3,032 

Area Availability for snowmo-

bile use (acres) – Open:  0,                        

Closed: 31,607, Limited: 

31,600 

Area Availability for snowmo-

bile use (acres) – Open: 31,600, 

Closed: 31,607, Limited: 0 

Miles of motorized routes 

available to snowmobile travel:  

90.2 

Miles of motorized routes 

available to snowmobile travel:  

60.6 (Includes 2.5 miles of 

snowmobile use only trail). 

Miles of motorized routes 

available to snowmobile travel:  

16.4 (Includes 2.4 miles of 

snowmobile use only trail). 

Miles of motorized routes 

available to snowmobile travel:  

92.7 (includes 2.5 miles of 

snowmobile use only trail). 

User conflicts Greatest user conflict due to 

least number of non-motorized 

trails available for recreation. 

User conflicts would be re-

duced from Alt. A due to great-

er separation of motorized/non-

motorized uses.  

Least amount of user conflicts 

due to greatest number of non-

motorized routes for dispersed 

use. 

Same as Alt. B. 

Road and trail safety Greatest risk of road/trail acci-

dents/injuries due to less sepa-

ration of motorized/non-

motorized uses and year-round 

river ford at Sawlog Gulch. 

Improved public safety com-

pared to Alt. A associated with 

greater separation of moto-

rized/non-motorized uses and 

restricting vehicular crossing of 

Big Hole River from 12/2 – 

7/15. 

Most enhanced public safety 

due to greatest separation of 

motorized/non-motorized uses 

and elimination of river ford at 

Sawlog Gulch. 

Less risk to public safety than 

under Alt. A but more than 

under Alts. B and C. Seasonal 

restriction on Sawlog Gulch to 

avoid fording river during high 

water. 

TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES 

Field Office-Wide 

Road maintenance, 

monitoring and 

compliance, and weed 

control 

Highest transportation facility 

costs than action alternatives 

due to more motorized routes. 

Transportation facility costs 

would be less than Alts. A and 

D, and similar to Alt. C. Lower 

facility costs due to overall 

reduction in available routes 

despite increased design stan-

dards for stream crossings 

(culverts) and proposed barbed 

wire gate replacement. 

Transportation facility costs 

would be less than Alts. A and 

D, and similar to Alt B. Lower 

facility costs due to overall 

reduction in available routes 

despite increased design stan-

dards for stream crossings (to 

withstand 100-year flood 

events) and as needed barbed 

wire gate replacement. 

Transportation facility costs 

would be greater than Alts. B 

and D, but less than Alt. A. 

Lower facility costs due to 

overall reduction in routes 

despite increased design stan-

dards for stream crossings, 

complete barbed wire gate 

replacement, and new construc-

tion to provide additional loop 

routes. 



  

 

 
B

u
tte P

ro
p

o
sed

 R
M

P
/F

in
a

l E
IS

 
   2

0
9
 

 

 
C

o
m

p
ariso

n
 o

f E
ffects 

Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

Helena TPA 

Road signing, 

maintenance,  

monitoring,  

and compliance 

Short-term lower costs for 

signage and compliance moni-

toring since fewer route restric-

tions. 

Short-term increase in costs for 

trailhead maintenance, gates, 

and signage associated with 

restricted motorized access, and 

compliance costs associated 

with nighttime closure of the 

Scratchgravel Hills. 

Same as Alt. B. Short-term increase in cost for 

signage and long-term increase 

compared to Alts. B and C for 

route maintenance associated 

with constructing new connec-

tor routes and reconstructing 

existing routes. 

Overall costs  

of facility 

maintenance  

Overall transportation facility 

costs would be highest of all 

the action alternatives; almost 

three times more than Alts. B 

and D, and six times more than 

Alt. C. 

Overall transportation facility 

costs would be less than Alts. 

A and  D due to fewer open 

routes to maintain, but more 

than Alt. C. 

Due to the overall reduction in 

available routes, transportation 

facility costs would be least of 

all the alternatives. 

Overall transportation facility 

costs would be greater than 

Alts. B and C, but less than Alt. 

A. 

East Helena TPA 

Road signing, 

maintenance,  

monitoring,  

and compliance 

Short-term lower costs for 

signage and compliance moni-

toring since fewer route restric-

tions. 

Short-term increase in cost for 

compliance monitoring effort, 

trailhead development, and 

maintenance for trailheads in 

North Hills and for signage and 

sign maintenance for hunters 

with a disability access in 

South Hills. 

Short-term increase in costs for 

compliance monitoring, sig-

nage to mark restricted routes. 

Indirect costs for sign mainten-

ance and replacement greater 

than other alternatives. 

Short-term increase in costs for 

compliance monitoring, sig-

nage and long-term increase for 

route maintenance associated 

with constructing new routes. 

Overall costs  

of facility  

maintenance 

Overall transportation facility 

costs would be similar to Alt. D 

and much less than Alts. B and 

C. 

Overall transportation facility 

costs would be less than Alts. 

A and  D and more than Alt. C. 

Due to the overall reduction in 

available routes, transportation 

facility costs would be least of 

all the alternatives. 

Overall transportation facility 

costs would be similar to Alt. A 

and less than Alts B and C. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES – continued 

Lewis and Clark County NW TPA 

Road signing, 

maintenance,  

monitoring, 

 and compliance 

Short-term lower costs for 

signage and compliance moni-

toring since fewer route restric-

tions.  

Short-term increase in costs for 

additional signage and com-

pliance monitoring and from 

closing upper northwest portion 

of area to motorized vehicles 

and cross-country snowmobile 

travel. 

Short-term increase in costs for 

additional signage and monitor-

ing compliance and due to 

closing entire northwest portion 

of TPA to motorized vehicles 

and cross-country snowmobile 

travel. 

Short-term increase in costs 

due to new signage and moni-

toring compliance and main-

tenance associated with addi-

tion of new routes including 

ATV-only and game retrieval 

route, and closing northwest 

portion of TPA to cross-

country snowmobile travel. 

Overall costs  

of facility  

maintenance 

Overall transportation facility 

costs would be greatest of all 

alternatives since highest level 

of motorized access.  

Overall transportation facility 

costs would be similar to Alt. 

D, less than Alt. A and more 

than Alt. C. 

Due to the overall reduction in 

available routes, transportation 

facility costs would least of all 

the alternatives. 

Overall transportation facility 

costs would be greater than 

Alts. B and C, but less than Alt. 

A. 

Motorized trail 

maintenance 

No costs for motorized trail 

maintenance. 

No costs for motorized trail 

maintenance. 

No costs for motorized trail 

maintenance. 

Only alternative with moto-

rized trail maintenance. 

Boulder/Jefferson City TPA 

Road signing, 

maintenance, monitoring 

and compliance 

Short-term lower costs for 

signage and compliance moni-

toring since fewer route restric-

tions. 

Short-term increase in costs for 

signage and compliance moni-

toring effort compared to Alt. 

A.  

Short-term increase in costs for 

additional signage and com-

pliance monitoring effort and 

due to closing southwest corner 

of TPA to motorized use and 

entire area to cross-country 

snowmobile travel. 

Short-term increase in costs for 

signage and compliance moni-

toring effort.  

Overall costs of facility 

maintenance 

Greatest overall transportation 

facility costs due to the greatest 

level of motorized access. 

Overall transportation facility 

costs would be less than Alts. 

A and D and more than Alt. C.  

Due to the overall reduction in 

available routes, transportation 

facility costs would be the least 

of all the alternatives. 

Overall transportation facility 

costs would be greater than 

Alts. B and C, but less than Alt. 

A. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

Upper Big Hole River TPA 

Road signing, 

maintenance, monitoring 

and compliance 

Lower costs for signage and 

compliance monitoring since 

fewer route restrictions. 

Short-term increased costs 

from new signage and com-

pliance monitoring due to 

changing seasonal use restric-

tions in various areas and clos-

ing some areas to cross-country 

snowmobile travel. 

Short-term increase costs for 

new signage and compliance 

monitoring due to route clo-

sures and seasonal restriction 

changes and closing some areas 

to cross-country snowmobile 

travel. 

Short-term increase in costs 

due to new signage and com-

pliance monitoring due to route 

restrictions in various areas and 

closure of some areas to cross-

country snowmobile travel. 

Overall costs of facility 

maintenance 

Transportation facility costs 

would be almost twice that of 

the action alternatives due to 

the highest level of motorized 

access.  

Overall transportation facility 

costs would be more than two 

times less than Alt. A, more 

than Alt. C and slightly less 

than Alt. D.  

Due to the overall reduction in 

available routes, transportation 

facility costs would be the least 

of all alternatives. 

Overall transportation facility 

costs would be substantially 

less than Alt. A due to a great 

reduction in motorized access 

and slightly higher than Alts. B 

or C. 

LANDS AND REALTY 

Renewable energy Renewable energy develop-

ments could result in requests 

for land use authorizations.  

Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative A. 

Facility locating Would provide greatest flex-

ibility in locating transmission 

lines, pipelines, and communi-

cation sites since no designated 

right-of-way corridor, use 

areas, exclusion areas, and 

limited avoidance areas would 

be identified. 

Limiting new communication 

facilities to seven designated 

communication sites would 

concentrate these uses and 

diminish proliferation of sepa-

rate rights-of-way. Designating 

utility corridors would focus 

locations of future facilities.  

Same as Alternative B. Same as Alternative B. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

LANDS AND REALTY - continued 

Land ownership 

adjustment 

No Change. Would improve and provide 

better guidance by prioritizing 

actions associated with chronic 

management problems and 

protecting public resource 

values. Focus on identifying 

areas for future acquisitions 

associated with special desig-

nations and special sta-

tus/priority species habitat.  

Same as Alternative B. Same as Alternative B. 

SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS 

ACECs 

 Existing ACEC (Sleeping 

Giant) only area managed as an 

ACEC totaling 11,679 acres. 

Four potential areas would be 

designated as ACECs totaling 

70,644 acres. This alternative 

would provide the second 

greatest protection of relevant 

and important values.  

This alternative provides the 

greatest protection of relevant 

and important values since all 

five potential areas totaling 

87,893 acres would be desig-

nated as ACECs.  

The second least amount of 

ACECs (three) and acreage 

(23,695 acres) would be desig-

nated as ACECs.  

National Trails 

 Lowest protection provided for 

the two National Trail corridors 

given that ROS, VRM, travel 

and oil and gas restrictions 

would be lowest. 

Second highest protection 

afforded the National Trails as 

resource use restrictions would 

be greater than Alts. A and D. 

Greatest protection of the exist-

ing National Trails and asso-

ciated user experiences since 

all resource uses such as timber 

harvesting, motorized travel, 

rights-of-way, minerals, and oil 

and gas would be restricted the 

most through ROS, VRM, and 

travel management. 

Second lowest protection for 

National Trails as potential 

impacts from other resource 

uses would be higher than Alts. 

B and C. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

Wild and Scenic Rivers 

 Outstandingly remarkable 

values of all WSR eligible 

segments would be minimally 

affected as interim protective 

measures would be applied 

until suitability decisions were 

made. 

Only two of the four eligible 

WSR segments would be rec-

ommended as suitable for 

NWSRS (Muskrat Creek and 

Upper Missouri River). The 

remaining two segments would 

be dropped from consideration. 

All four segments would be 

recommended as suitable for 

consideration in NWSRS; 

interim management would be 

the same as Alternative A. The 

potential for long-term protec-

tion of the outstandingly re-

markable values would be 

greatest of all alternatives. 

Least protection provided for 

the WSR values as no river 

segments would be recom-

mended as suitable for WSR 

management status.  

Wilderness Study Areas (Fall back management if removed from wilderness consideration) 

 Sleeping Giant and Sheep 

Creek WSAs would be ma-

naged as ACECs under the 

current Sleeping Giant ACEC 

Management Plan. 

Four WSAs would be managed 

as ACECs providing some 

long-term resource value pro-

tection should Congress re-

move them from further wil-

derness consideration. Yellow-

stone River Island and Black 

Sage would be managed to 

protect their natural characte-

ristics and outstanding values 

to a greater degree than Alt. D 

and a lesser degree than Alt. C. 

Same as Alternative B, with the 

exception that oil and gas stipu-

lations would be more restric-

tive for Black Sage (and pro-

tective of existing values) if 

dismissed from further wilder-

ness consideration.  

Same as Alternative B, with the 

exception that Black Sage 

would be open to all salable 

and leasable minerals and less 

protective oil and gas leasing 

stipulations of Alt. D. 

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC 

Economic Environment 

Agricultural and 

livestock use 

Livestock grazing (actual use) 

would support 10 total (direct, 

indirect, induced) jobs and total 

labor income of $198,000.  

 

Livestock grazing (estimated 

actual use) would support 10 

total (direct, indirect, induced) 

jobs and total labor income of 

about $180,000.  

 

Same as Alt. B, i.e. livestock 

grazing (estimated actual use) 

would support about 10 total 

(direct, indirect, induced) jobs 

and total labor income of about 

$183,000.  

 

Same as Alternative A 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC – Economic Environment – continued  

 Dependency of local livestock 

operators on BLM forage 

would remain at less than 1 

percent of total livestock forage 

needs. Approximately 185 

operators have grazing permits 

on BLM public lands. BLM 

forage often provides a critical 

element of the livestock pro-

ducer’s matched complement 

of grazing, forage, and hay 

production.  

Livestock grazing would con-

tinue to generate about $35,000 

in annual government reve-

nues; $8,400 would be distri-

buted to the state and counties. 

Changes in grazing manage-

ment and economic effects 

would be spread unequally 

among permittees. Dependency 

and government revenues 

would be similar to Alternative 

A. 

Changes in grazing manage-

ment and economic effects 

would be spread unequally 

among permittees. Dependency 

and government revenues 

would be similar to Alternative 

A. 

 

Forest products The combined effect of 9,800 

CCF of timber sales would be 

110 total jobs and $3.0 million 

in annual labor income.  

The combined effect of 9,200 

CCF of timber sales would be 

100 total jobs and $2.8 million 

in annual labor income.  

The combined effect of 4,100 

CCF of timber sales would be 

50 total jobs and $1.3 million 

in annual labor income.  

The combined effect of 10,800 

CCF of timber sales would be 

120 total jobs and $3.3 million 

in annual labor income.  

Recreation An estimated 800 total local 

jobs and $20.6 million in total 

annual labor income would be 

supported by 1.33 million 

recreation visits per year on 

public lands. The amount of 

revenues generated by 

recreation management would 

be $123,000. 

An estimated 790 total local 

jobs and $20.3 million in total 

annual labor income would be 

supported by 1.31 million 

recreation visits per year on 

public lands. Recreation reve-

nues would be similar to Alter-

native A. 

An estimated 780 total local 

jobs and $20.1 million in total 

annual labor income would be 

supported by 1.3 million 

recreation visits per year on 

public lands. Recreation reve-

nues would be similar to Alter-

native A. 

An estimated 800 total local 

jobs and $20.5 million in total 

annual labor income would be 

supported by 1.33 million 

recreation visits per year on 

public lands. Recreation reve-

nues would be similar to Alter-

native A. 
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Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

Mining and mineral An estimated 90 local jobs and 

$4.6 million in annual labor 

income would be supported by 

exploration, development, and 

production of 980,000 MCF of 

gas, 330,000 tons of limestone, 

400 tons of dimension stone, 

and 20,000 tons of sand/gravel. 

Federal revenues from leases, 

rents, and royalties would be 

about $960,000. State and local 

revenues would be $480,000 

and $100,000, respectively. 

Economic impacts would be 

similar to those described for 

Alternative A. 

The number of  local jobs an-

nual labor income  supported 

by exploration, development, 

and production of 330,000 tons 

of limestone, 400 tons of di-

mension stone, and 20,000 tons 

of sand/gravel would be similar 

to current management. There 

would be no federal, state, or 

local revenues from leasing, 

rents, or royalties. 

Economic impacts would be 

similar to those described for 

Alternative A. 

Ecosystem Restoration Ecosystem restoration activi-

ties, e.g. fuels treatments and 

pre-commercial thinning (1,275 

acres), weed spraying (2,000 

acres), and road closures (172 

miles) would support about 10 

jobs and $340,000 in labor 

income annually. 

Ecosystem restoration activi-

ties, e.g. hazardous fuels treat-

ments and pre-commercial 

thinning (2,560 acres), weed 

spraying (2,900 acres), road 

decommissioning (5 miles), 

and road closures (318 miles) 

would support about 20 jobs 

and $590,000 in labor income 

annually. 

Ecosystem restoration activi-

ties, e.g. hazardous fuels treat-

ments and pre-commercial 

thinning (450 acres), weed 

spraying (2,200 acres), road 

decommissioning (5 miles), 

and road closures (375 miles) 

would support less than 10 jobs 

and about $250,000 in labor 

income annually. 

Ecosystem restoration activi-

ties, e.g. hazardous fuels treat-

ments and pre-commercial 

thinning (3,345 acres), weed 

spraying (3,600 acres), road 

decommissioning (4 miles), 

and road closures (266 miles) 

would support about 20 jobs 

and $750,000 in labor income 

annually. 

BLM management 

effects on the local 

economy 

BLM management would sup-

port about 1,270 local jobs and 

$37.7 million in local labor 

income. This would be about 

0.7 percent of total local jobs 

and 0.6 percent of total local 

labor income. 

BLM management would sup-

port about 1,260 local jobs and 

$37.8 million in local labor 

income. This would be about 

0.7 percent of total local jobs 

and 0.6 percent of total local 

labor income.  

BLM management would sup-

port about 1,100 local jobs and 

$31.3 million in local labor 

income. This would be about 

0.6 percent of total local jobs 

and 0.5 percent of total local 

labor income.  

BLM management would sup-

port about 1,300 local jobs and 

$39.3 million in local labor 

income. This would be about 

0.7 percent of total local jobs 

and 0.6 percent of total local 

labor income. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC – continued  

Economic Environment  

Indirect non-market and 

non-use values 

Based strictly on the number of 

acres that would be in an 

ACEC, Alternative A would 

have the lowest non-use values. 

Based strictly on the number of 

acres that would be in an 

ACEC, Alternative B would 

have the second highest non-

use values. 

Based strictly on the number of 

acres that would be in an 

ACEC, Alternative C would 

have the highest non-use val-

ues. 

Based strictly on the number of 

acres that would be in an 

ACEC, Alternative D would 

have the second lowest non-use 

values. 

Economic stability, 

diversity, and growth 

Economic stability (indicated by seasonal unemployment, sporadic population changes, and fluctuating income growth rates) and eco-

nomic diversity (indicated by the number of economic sectors) would not be influenced by BLM resource management. Alternative C 

and to a lesser extent, Alternative B would indirectly provide an environment more conducive to continuing long-term population 

growth and corresponding economic growth because of more resource protection offered. 

Weed management  Economic benefits from weed management and costs (in terms of reduced agricultural output, reduced recreation use, increased soil loss 

and water pollution (sedimentation and turbidity) associated with the spread of weeds are unknown. 

Soil and water Economic benefits from soil and water management and costs (from lost agricultural production, additional costs for municipal water 

treatments, shortened life of dams and reservoirs, additional cost of water for industrial purposes, reduced water recreation use, reduced 

soil productivity,  and water pollution) associated with resource use are unknown. 

Fire/Fuels Economic benefits from fire and fuels management (beyond those covered under forestry management) and potential costs (in terms of 

property losses, lost revenues from wildland fires, and increase suppression costs) associated with hazardous fuels buildup are un-

known.  

Social and Economic 

Goals 

All alternatives would, to varying degrees, provide opportunities for economic benefits while minimizing adverse impacts on resources 

and resource uses; sustain, and where appropriate, restore the health of forest, rangeland, aquatic, and riparian ecosystems to provide a 

sustained flow of economic benefits within the capability of the ecosystem; protect visual quality, wildlife habitats, and recreation op-

portunities to sustain non-market values; and make resource commodities available to provide a sustainable flow of economic benefits 

within the ecosystem. 

Environmental Justice 

 No disproportionately high and 

adverse human health or envi-

ronmental effects on minority 

and low income populations 

would occur.  

Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative A. 
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

Public Health and Safety 

Abandoned mine 

reclamation 

Reclamation of abandoned 

mine sites would continue to 

remediate safety and environ-

mental quality issues. 

Same as Alternative A. AML 

program would reclaim shaft in 

Ringing Rocks potential ACEC 

reducing safety hazard. 

Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative A. 

Hazardous Materials 

 Land use authorizations not 

issued for uses involving dis-

posal or storage of hazardous 

materials. Lands proposed for 

acquisition or disposal would 

be inventoried for hazardous 

materials.  

Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative A. 

Social Environment 

Timber and Logging 

Interests 

No change to current social 

conditions under this alterna-

tive. 

Alt. B would be favored over 

Alts. A and C by timber indus-

try and workers because it 

provides for higher projected 

harvest levels and availability 

of forest products. 

Alternative C would have the 

lowest projected harvest levels 

and therefore, would be less 

likely to be favored by those 

concerned about timber em-

ployment. 

Likely to be the most favored 

alternative by the timber indus-

try and workers concerned 

about employment because 

highest projected timber harv-

est levels.  

Ranching/Livestock 

Permittee Interests 

No change in authorized 

AUMs; projected levels of 

grazing would be maintained at 

current levels 

Effects would be similar to 

Alternative A, but conflicts 

between livestock grazing and 

wheeled vehicles would be 

addressed. 

Effects would be similar to 

Alternative B. 

Effects would be  similar to 

Alternative B. 

Recreation Interests Most roads open under this 

alternative.  

Would not address concerns 

about conflicts between motor-

ized and non-motorized use.  

Emphasized balance of motor-

ized and non-motorized recrea-

tion and access.  

Entire Scratchgravel Hills 

closed to wheeled motorized 

use yearlong (with the excep-

tion of routes to residences.  

Overall effect of reducing mo-

torized recreation, but quality 

of experience may increase 

because user conflicts reduced.  

Scratchgravel Hills closed after 

dark.  

Emphasis on motorized 

recreation.  

Motorized use of Scratchgravel 

Hills would be allowed 24 

hours per day; would address 

some concerns about conflicts 

between motorized and non-

motorized uses.  
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Table 2-24 

Summary Comparison of Effects by Alternative 

Resource or Aspect of 

Management 

Alternative A 

(No Action) 

Alternative B 

 (Preferred Alternative) 
Alternative C Alternative D 

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC – Social Environment – continued  

Commercial Outfitter 

and Guide Interests 

Favored by outfitter guides 

over Alternatives B and C 

because fewer constraints. 

Outfitters/ guides less likely to 

favor Alternative B because 

more constraints on their opera-

tions. 

Outfitter/guides less likely to 

favor Alternative C because of 

more constraints on their opera-

tions. 

Favored by outfitters/guides 

because fewest constraints. 

 Groups/Individuals  

who give a high priority  

to resource protection 

Groups and individuals who 

give high priority to resource 

protection would be less likely 

to support this alternative than 

Alternatives B or C.  

Groups and individuals who 

give high priority to resource 

protection would be likely to 

favor this alternative over Al-

ternatives A and D, but may be 

less likely to favor this Alterna-

tive over Alternative C. 

Groups and individuals who 

give high priority to resource 

protection would likely favor 

Alternative C because of wild-

life and riparian habitat protec-

tion and establishment of 

WSRs and greatest acreage in 

new ACECs. 

Groups and individuals who 

give high priority to resource 

protection would be less likely 

to favor Alternative D than the 

other action alternatives.  

 Groups/Individuals who 

give a high priority     

to resource use 

Groups and individuals con-

cerned about resource use 

would probably favor this al-

ternative or Alternative D. 

Groups and individuals who 

give high priority to resource 

use would be more likely to 

favor Alternative B over Alter-

native C, and possibly Alterna-

tive A. 

Groups and individuals who 

give high priority to resource 

use would less likely favor 

Alternative C because timber 

harvest, oil & gas develop-

ment, etc. would be more re-

stricted than under Alternatives 

B and D. 

Groups and individuals who 

give high priority to resource 

use would be likely to favor 

Alternative D because timber 

harvest would be highest and 

oil and gas constraints would 

be less restrictive. 

Tribal Rights 

 Provides opportunity to exer-

cise tribal treaty rights such as 

hunting, fishing, and gathering 

on public lands. 

Same as Alternative A Same as Alternative A Same as Alternative A 

 




